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Building Civilian Interagency Capacity for Missions Abroad

Within the past two decades, prominent foreign g
have perceived serious deficiencies 1n the aut hc
conduct interagency missionsr d¢ihsaitn g rietvse ngo wehre tUa
advantage!CdFwgrehe, lpRoposals to address these 7p
their perceived potential not only to enhance pe
streamlining processepgegranconstaghndgreducer age dayl
proposals also prowdddecgamtlaxti ofngr imwrdmuadntng t he
Personnel Rot &t i dathbHlARt )@Bd2AOHd Contingency Oper a
Oversight and InterageldcR. EhhahcweamcGl bdbAde wof 201
Security Contingetnhcey FFY2n0dl 2c¢ oNmtt ai iomead iDne f ense Aut
( NDAA, SecH.iRo.n,PIISPA0&®/ J] 121 gned into |l aw December 31
FY2012 NDAA requires the Pwhodiffdoewmetr itnoe nstubmi t t o
impl ementation plan.

Despi a growing perceptdmwma wacdag thefdIOIs it
coope tion in missions abroad, it was mnot until
September 11, 2001, during the presidency of Geoc
interventions t heantt tehneo ungehe dt ob erceasmuel turign s i gni fic
steps of the Clinton Administration toward inter
then expanded by the Bush Administration, which
Baracbala Administration has endorsed these cha:
Three problems with the current interagency ¢O0OfF
are (1) awighbevelrancme naf strategic pphamannggand 1int
capabilities among civilian agencies; (2) a vari
government for conducting mis“s i ewep’iraebgrpooands etsh,a t 1
with each agency .,amdr atoigeegnvinidedsame mbert tpy di vert
resources, including personnel, farnodn (t3h)eir <cor e
personnel who are not trained for interagency mi
capabilities, raagdenaoléeésnres of othe

This report draws on over three dozen studies wi
national security system. The studies surveyed i
Security Reform, with cotmprebenppovadnoeedmmyndbei
Center for Strategic and International Studies (
American Academy of Diplomat s, as well as report
Defense Sciencel Bdafdnseht&nNaeresnty, and ot hers
these studies, as well as a few amratkiicnlge s , for r e
planning, and budgeting; to i,mpdoaer ganngd méout s o n a
crenteragency personnel policies and mechanis ms.
As the breadth and variety of the recommendatior
the perceived problems. Nor is there agreement e
ques twihenst:emr aigency reform is necessary for missi
considered highest priority, whether reforms wou
congreconsgaommiadation or procedures must accompany
measures .
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1dentical bills for The Interagency Personnel Rotation Act of 2011 were introduced inRQ1268 introduced by
Senator LiebermaandH.R. 2314 introduced by Representatives Davis and TierBeyt268was passed by the Senate
Homeland Seurity and Governmental Affairs Committee on October 20, 2011. For details on these bllIRSee
Report RL34565National Security Professionals and Interagency Reform: ProposalepREgperience, and Issues
for Congressby Catherine Dale

2The Contingency Operations Oversight and Interagency Enhancement Act oH2R12660 introduced December
14, 2011 would transfer specified stabilization and reconstruction functions, personnel, and assets of the State
Department, U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), the Department of Defense (DOD), and other
agencies to a new, independent entity, thédd States Office for Contingency Operations, which would report to the
State Department and DOD.

3 ldentical versions of legislation to create a Global Security Contingency Fund were contained in SectibinRL204,

154Q the FY2012 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA), as passed by the House on May 26, 2011, and Section
924,H.R. 2583 the Foreign Rations Authorization Act for FY2012, as passed by the House Foreign Affairs

Committee on July 21, 2011. A different version was reported by the Senate Armed Services Committee on June 22,
2011, as Section 1203, 1253 FY2012 NDAA. Congress passed a third version as Section 120 Rofl54Q the

FY2012 NDAA, which was signed into law on December 31, 2@11. (11281).

4 For instance, the September 30, 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review Report (QDR), issued just two weeks after the
terrorist attacks on the United States known/ag Jeatured two emergent elements in the U.S. security environment.
These were: (1) increasing challenges and threats emanating from the territories of weak and failing states, and (2) the
diffusion of power and military capabilities to ngtate actordn the September 2002 National Security Strategy, the
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gf saemnnseee do for interagency reform to addres
agreement on the solutions.

—Q
—

£
o B

Congress has played a leading role in some aspeoc
George W. Buslb Admiartiicsofinrtahn &30t a4 ¢ Depart ment Off
Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilizatior
Lugar and then Senator Comw MembePsescndé¢nt prlJadc
congreismiitoinatli ves .

To prcoovntdeex t tha)mgfsh:esrsﬂiﬂuing consideration of 1in
report provide perspectives on the questions ar
proposals offered by research orogampirmaptoisads amd
civilian institutions and personnel. Although DC(
that are the object of proposed reform, 1ts ver .y
reform to bui PTdh ucsi,e ptbhriasn dr¢ s pas s €. DOD refor ms ot
they would foster improved interaction with civi
This report starts with a brief history of the i
2000s, and a sketch odmiCdiisnttroant,i dBm srthe a samnrde sO ba mmd
followed by a discussion of key problems in the
AppendirovAdes a fuller discussion of interagenc

then provides a short synopsis of the content of
s ome tzherne ef odroei gn policy and dlepfpecennsdipxpeBaadn Xzatio
C,Appendi AppendcdirovkE de a broader discussion of pr
of the proposals.) The report concludes with a
is interagency reform necess arayr ef ocro nnsiisdseiroends haibgr
priority; (3) can interagencyconegfroemrsm fipprmaadlu ce ¢ o s
accompany other national security measures?

George W. Bus

h n emphasized the need to “t
that the “major

t

c

S o

t s o f A meeet different requicemenis.iAl of we
them must be m . By the time the Bush Admi
reform had be central tenant of U.S. t himedti ng a
today’s complex challenges alone,” that QDR stated. “
Government to bring to bear all elements of national power at home and to work in close cooperation with allies and
partner s pabment af Defens@Quadrennial Defense Review Rep@eptember 30, 2001, p. 5; The White
House,The National Security Strategy of the United States of Ameaatember 2002, p. 29, and Department of
DefenseQuadrennial Defense Review Repéiebruar6 , 2006, p. 83.) For a summary of t1
of future challenges, s&RS Report R4125@uadrennial Defense Review 2010: Overview and Implications for
National SecurityPlanning by Stephen Daggett

5 For more on S/CRS and the development of civilian stabilization capabilitiecSR&&eport RL32862,
Peacekeeping/Stabilization and Conflict Trarmsis: Background and Congressional Action on the Civilian
Response/Reserve Corps and other Civilian Stabilization and Reconstruction Capabylitiésa M. Serafino

6 This concern is voiced by policymakers and analysts across the political spectroynnaitithry and DOD leaders as

well. As Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), Admiral Michael Mullen (now retired) reportedly stated in

March 2010: “My fear, quite frankly, is that . W& aren’t mov
foreign policy is still too dominated by the military, too dependent upon the generals and admirals who lead our

overseas commands and not enough on the State Department.?”
3, 2010 Landon Lecturat the University of Kansas; it does not appear in the prepared text and remarks published on

the CJCS website.
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ackground

t wo decades, foreign ptoileisc yt hmanta 1 J.sS.s
perience when wor kin®%Afttoegre tthheer dteomiasdey
Union and the end of the Cold War 1in
w ttylpe sc onfd Imii tsfssi oonma Hi a , -Bwohsenriea , and
uld not be brought to an end by forcce
t as k ebdu iwli ¢ ihn ga  rveasrpi cert syi boifl isttiaet se, such
scies,t iamgl promoting governance, which
ly performed by civilians. DOD soon
ut those agencies often lacked the
national security system could not p
needed to meld military and civilian

T
€
]

step to address theppasesi vedcneedstc
er than relying on case by case ad hc
esidential Decision DheeCltiinntton PDD) 1
itacry on Managncnyg QOppoenmpd teiaxd mGowit ti hn gien t e r a
ollaboration, and coordination proble

" This background section and the following section on S/CRS are drawn in part from a now a@REd&report
RS22031Peacekeeping and PeSbnflict Capabilities: The State Department's Office for Reconstruction and
Stabilization by Nina M. Serafino and Martin A. Wejsand fromCRS Report RL3286Reacekeeping/Stabilization

and Conflict Transitions: Background and Congressional Action on the Civilian Response/Reserve Corps and other
Civilian Stabilization and Reconstruction Capabilitiéy Nina M. Seraho.

8 For a conceptual overview of this topic, €S Report RL3445%)rganizing the U.S. Government for National
Security: Overview of the Interagency Reform DehditgLatherindale, Nina M. Serafino, and Pat Towell
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hadRBPMe&é. provisions were not systematically i

=)
[¢)]
o

anal ysts have duersecaruicbreadt iacs rienstiesrtnaanlc eb, although
incorporated into planning pPocesses for some st
The filrgsits twiidbeut ed c¢al I  f]| InFocus: Interagency n of the
Uu. S. national security s |Problemsinlrag 1 in Febr
2001 by the U.S. CommiS's | The2003U.S.military interventioninird Se c ur i t
Centur x,a lt‘Hlae-eR‘usdonia o mmi s s i o isoften cited as a example of a lack of
commi ssion “s ¢ gmind a & ia g & @ { iNteragency coordination at multiple
redeofghnhe cra‘cht pee mbt levels, §tart|ng with the deyelopment of
. appropriate strategy, planning, and
govern mohem@mé e eecffect rve I direction. As described by one author,
diverse strands o fn aptoil o ncal the Office of the Secretary of Defense | U. S .
security —nmta omdw drha t r|developeditsplansjstegardingState |a o f
defense, diplomacy and i | Department, USAID, and CIA planning, als o e ¢
it - ri m mb tin well as the advice of some military r t _
cou ca ,0 S > ¢o ‘a .g leaders. The National Security Council | p 0 cc ‘
t he environment, fl ght i n|(NSc)ceded the lead to DOD, playinga S € S » @ N ¢
promoting hudmin®8 d grhtasf twd subordinate roleFactors cited by
terrorist attacks on the gnothelrsouc;ce_for‘ﬁrotlllem;in rag pf Septer
o) 1 11 h i ncl u dceived lack @f direction
?Oh 9/ 21’ Eut ii ? pEO from the president and NSC, p o ncy (1:90
a 0 me an abroa 1 n 0 bureaucratic infighting in Washington aff 1Y pol 1«
and analysts. overseas, cultural differences between
. . . agencies, and an inherent aversion in .
The u.s. militar y 1(n®aetrq/l manycivilianagenciestotheexecutionl nistan
2001) and, ce6pMercdhll 2§03 fiongterm planning, 6
some would -—stalye mmemad o ii w e d absace of grand strategy to guide f
previous interagency mi s {oOperatonst hese war s
stressed U.S. military f brevovs— Ty —oovmoOnstrateoc
departmentiesahmhddageddi culty womdded tthhegw tsheeme tpirn
worked at cross purposes. Gradually, consensus g
civilleidan nteragency collaboration and cooperatio
adquate civilian organizational structures, proc

°The Clinton Administrationés Policy on Managing Compl ex Coc
Directive May 1997 http://www.fas.orgfp/offdocspdd56.htm

See Michele A. Poole, “Interagency Management of Complex |
Decision Directive 567, (Thesis, Naval Posemptedioduate School

remedy the shortage of one critical natlmrilding tool—international civilian police forcesthrough PDD 71, which
sets forth policy guidelines for strengthening foreign criminal justice systems in support of peace operations. (U.S.
Text: The @nton Administration White Paper on Peace Operatidtebruary 24, 2000ttp://www.fas.orgfp/offdocs/
pddpdd-71-4.htm hereinafter referred to as PBI1 White Paper; and U.Fext: Summry of Presidential Decision
Directive 71 http://www.fas.orgkp/offdocspddpdd71-1.htm) This too encountered bureaucratic resistance.

“Richard Weitz, “Intemdgen Ay RR s e hMisnasaghng MayheRviHéw o s
Washington Responds to Crisésl. James Jay Carafano and Richard Weitz (Westport, CT: Praeger Security
International, 2008), pp. 26262.

12 Gary Hart and Warren B. Rudman-clsairs,Road Map for NationiaSecurity: Imperative for Chang&he United
States Commission on National Security/Zentury, Phase Il Report, January 31, 2001, p. 47. Hereinafter cited as
Road Map for National Security
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Perceptions of Interagency Requirement

13 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisitioecfhology, and LogisticRefense Science Board 2004
Summer Study on Transition to and From Hostilit®scember 2004 (hereinafter referred td emsitiony; and

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and LogRe&psrtof the Defense Science
Board Task Force on Institutionalizing Stability Operations Within D8Bptember 2005 (hereinafter referred to as
Institutionalizing Stability Operations The Defense Science Board, established in 1956, is a prestigious standing
committee of about forty membergivilians and retired military-selected for leadership in science and technology,
and its application to military requiremenitsgtp://www.acq.osd.mitisbThe Board reports dirdgtto the Secretary of
Defense through the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics).

14 Robert H. Hunter, principal authdntegrating Instruments of Power and Influence: Lessons Learned and Best
Practices RAND and The AmericaAcademy of Diplomacy, Report of a Panel of Senior Practitioners, Santa Monica,
CA, 2008, p. xix. Hereinafter referred tolasegrating Instruments of Power

Congressional Research Service 5

I n t Ke0 Ondisd, several studies$hseinf’esabhbprcygposals
interdeparlt memd ailn ffoorrmml cooperation system is k
conflictonfilippssettings. Two Defense Science Bo
advocated broddBohbengedediemrced to incdmde securit:
counterinsur geanncdy, o tpheearc eompaekri antgi ons needed to dea
chal I™%thge sDSB studies focused on reforms to be u
military to a far greater ext eenrtt htehlaens sa,n yt hper e2v0i Oc
study also stated that DOD an%nt leextStaasotred i Meaqpa 1l tyr
working r’ahat tdmghibw,th departments needed to au;
reconstruction capabilihéeéece2300RAmongdyhadehbaaged W
the profile of stability operations within DOD t
the statusrefi Shoarbei briittslysajtoommiass, a par with combat o
Over the next few yieeasr sd TERMINOLOGY b f st ud
improving missions abro bposals t
bring greater coherence|Thete m o0stabilization peacetir
activities. Some of t h o] (or,S&R)is usuallyunderstoodtoencorspshi t e d t ha't
be taken to prevent con tasksandactivitiesthatpromptesecurityans tially s
poss i bi 1t y (an d enot jn zggggﬁgeg?;%\llatlﬁ., democratic governance & .
conflict situations) T htive act

. . These activities can be undertaken where
critical to U.S. effort]ierearethreatstopeaceaswellasinpos{ S P T €3 d ¢
terrorism and to c¢omba t]| conflctsituations. Inthe past, manyofthe @ gr 0 Wi n g
transnational c¢rime. MalOstabilization" actiproposal
improve the U.iSt.h acboinlfilti| "Peacekeeping.”
aftermath as “prlaidyablta Reconstruc_tion in_volvesrepairing (in some
missions as well“ eQ@rme nx| casescreatinghe |nfrastructl_1re necessary
l e a¥fnreodm nearly t wo dec‘tosupportIongte_rm_economlcgromhand tion and

development. This infrastructure can be
reconstruction (S&R) o p|physical(eg., roads and schools), or ed that
]l e s §coanns al s o ohra vae burt ol al di et| institutional (e.g., legal and tax systems).
U. S. engagements abr oa d| Manystabilization and reconstruction tary anc
nonmil it a’iyn calcutdtieningf ipérseg | activities and taskare often also referred to
and -oomsftlict® activities as "natioAb u i | di n ghuildiog" " s
OPeacebuil dingd enc

These studies, s panni n g| actvities. red in se
respects, but 1ElngIEJ-Sc‘)StabiIity Operatioi
government r1efor ms. F or|termthatalsoencompassesS&R activites] h e i r
recommendations rested ph 1l pr e mi s
(1) the need to empower <civilians to lead and cc
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hostile situations, proavitdiemg ttoh e onesome s saanrdy (12¢) s
ad ,hsoftepviefedst ems with improved mechanisms for de
procedures-midntjacgiyntopeiraitli ons and for 1 mplement
were ofter pasgdenn that the greatest threats tc
that were either too weak to police their territ
Stabtue ]l ding (a term some ar-fueddtmogipt l@aegsprtop rprad mc
more stable world by fostering the devel opment c
abroad, was at the center of the strategy develc
counter to mdmeyr cpeopltiicoygnsatkikeear s1 99 0s t hat the estab
institutions in troubled countries was an over]l.y

George W. Bush Administration Initiatives

Al t hough the Bush Admini“sa tr-bawm lddnt nsfierrspte,d tit B e 1 ¢ o
military interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq s
security and build credible institutions to govVve
evident, the Adminns$traiitontadopdeltidl stmpntodecangry
stdtwmwe l ding missions more effectively and to fos:t

On the military sidse,Oftfhiec eBuosfh tAhdemi Sneicsrtertaatriyo no f
number of thken d2SB omscovvhmn it issued in November

(DODD 3 0DioOr.edcs5t)i,ve on Military Support for Stabil
Reconstructi onB(ySSTkR) g@Qmeriantgi &'t acharle ty. SO.p emialtiitoe
mi ss’tansg landmark directive moved DOD away from
operations. I't mand@adteedd ctalt &t tthhkee sarmme d esveerl v iocfe ss
doctrine, training, education, epxeerractiisoenss, aasn dt hpel
did for combat operations. At the same time, the
supporting role to cibvuillidinn g eshbidtew asthinopbni © n e tha h § a §
military personnel matbéuiledimrge faumed itom sp ewthfeamr m as
were IMPacking

On the <civilian si &e,s itghnea tRBiwrseh iAdinmiinaitsitvrea twiaosn t h
Initiative, starting with the creation of the St
Reconstruction and Stabilization (-§86CRE) in July
creation of -bayctciovnp ommed tsst fmd a new interagency
addition, not only did the BushrAdmnonystoeapeont s
in S&R missions in National S¥rhwtiitty Pheocipgemnti a
into f ofsceP DI i7nlt.0o n

15DOD Directive (DODD) 3000.05 can be reachttp://www.fas.orgip/doddirdodd3000_05.pdf(DODD 3000.05

was subsequently reissued as DOD Instruction, 3000.05, September 16, 2009.) For an account of the events leading up
to DODD 3000.05 and its major provisions, €S Report RL3357, Peacekeeping and Related Stability Operations:
Issues of U.S. Military Involvemetlity Nina M. SerafinoOne proposal not adopted was the Defense Science Board

(DSB) 2005 recommaetation to create a position of Under Secretary for Stability Operations. Instead, there is a

stability operations office under the Assistant Secretary for Special OperatioAsfiiemsity Conflict (SO/LIC).

16 Office of the PresidenManagement ohteragency Efforts Concerning Reconstruction and StabilizaNiational

Security Presidential Directive 44, December 2005. This di
promote the education, training, and experience of currentuaimet forofessionals in national security positions
(security professionals) in executive departments and agen

17 For background and origingesCRS Report RL3232Rolicing in Pe@ekeeping and Related Stability Operations:
Problems and Proposed Solutiohy Nina M. Serafino
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other key Bush Administration initiative was a
worthle rt ogmnetnational security missions. On May
34, the Bush Administration provided legal au
i 1 Security Prof®Unsdieorn aglu iDdeavnecl eo ppnreonvti dperdo ghr
nt National Strategy for the Devel opment
D program was |l aunched as an effort to pr
y .

n

]

]
=

€

ission artasattaashfsamntt etydh ppdiuw gopho sacw awraesn e
d experience, and to break dowr
onal”’Thed porogamimz a thiooveale rhown dla n
estouirerds t oltmaclcofmpldaach departn
the program guidelines. Althdo
ed changes, absent constant di
y and overcome bureaucratic r ¢
ng years of the Bush Administr
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Obama Administration and Interagency Ref

n his JanSwhatye 26f 2W0ed 1Uni ork aHd d rOebsasma BRriegsniad eerdt |
ntent to make the U.S. gover nment more competer
eorganization, statirddge tcladp ha sprAdmoasndlttratmomng
nd reorganize the f etdebreaslt gsoevrevrensmetnhte igno aal woafy at
mer’?T®The Obama Administration initially embraced
apabcuitlydi ng initiatives. In the early months of
fficials spiogrnta lfeodr tchieviirl isaunp S &R capabilities. I
earings before the Senate Foreign Relations Cor
linton asserted that the State Department need:e
ntdo demonstrate competence in conducting them.
iterated port for increasing civilian c
a posi r f 0®Smebrs ePRjrueesnitd eynt t Gieeo rOhea mW. AR
a b a dministration plans for the Ci
a curity Professional Devel opmer
t yHompltemgntingl so announced a
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BExecutive Order 13434 stated: “1t 1is the policy [of] the
experience of current and future professionals in national security positions (security professionals) in executive

depart ment s ar mareirfogmation dané¢his prdgram and subsequent action on national security personnel
preparation, se€ERS Report RL34569\ational Security Professionals and Interagency Reformp@sals, Recent

Experience, and Issues for Congrdsg Catherine Dale

®President Obama’s January 25, 2011 State of the Union Spe
http://www.whitehouse.gothe-pressoffice/201101/25emarkspresidentstateunion-address

20 See, U.S. Department of Defense. Speech by Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates, delivered at Kansas State

University Manhattan, KA (the “Lan &tpphwnwivdefense.gospeeches/ Nove mber 26, 2
speech.aspspeechid3199 hereinafter cited as Ga tmentofDdlemse Speachllye ct ur e, 2
Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates at the AFRICOM Activation Ceremony, Washington, DC, October 1, 2008
http://www.defense.gogpeechespeech.aspspeechd=1281; and U.S. Department of Defense, Speech by Secretary

of Defense Robert M. Gates, delivered at the Nixon Center, Washington, D.C, February 24, 2010
http://www.defense.gospeechespeech.aspspeechid£425
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stated that t Omufsots tueprd antamtdi obnaalla nsce
of the tools of American power

an d

amdl.t called for mnmaismtpéniogithei midtonwernytional

ther military capatbhinl idipdsomnads dwekl opsmmenhvespant
nstitutions in a way that conifllte mewmttlsi mend trheri enef
ages of steps to take to improve defense, diplc
ecurity, ecotnomtegiestcommunoesiytionpr afaiidt partner
rivate sopctoditamdngoewvernmental organizations.
n December 2010, the State Department and Unite
evel opment (USATQ)a djreinmti layimaidsys merdl DeSwvel opment |
d tgquithd POPtQuadrennial Defense

vel opment
0 QDDR,

[3

¥

S . diplomacy and de
hiocedrgb va ndmae h daFThven . 2 0 1
e Obama Administrat:i
(or variations of thos
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hmelyi ng, and promote personnel refor ms.

cap

on without a
e proposals)
e rth etshee ipnacsltu ddee ceafdfeo.r tTs t o 1integrate
status of key State Department offi
a

f1oc
bil
(T

Key Problems and Reform Propo

The Uni tseys tSetm tfemmn kdagi asndni mpl ementing foreign
activddnseisddsed dysfunctional by many analysts.
exercise of f“sr molgnofc eihmadtiivoindsu aals an@Themdependent

problems are perceived across many nafaohad

21 The White House\ational Security Strategay 2010, p. 14.
22 |bid.

23 Department of Defens@uadrennial Defense Review Repéitbruary 2010, p. 2. Hereinafter referred tQasR

For a discussion of the QDR, $8RS Report R4125@uadrennial Defense Review 2010: Overview and Implications
for National Security Planningy Stephen Daggetflso seeCRS Report RL34508\ational Security Strategy:
Legislative Mandates, Execution to Date, and Considerations for Congpse€atherine Dale

24U.S. Department of State and United States Agency for International Developimei@uadrennial Diplomacy and
Development RevieWashington, DC, December 15, 2010. Henceforth referred to as QDDR. (For more information

on the QDDR, se€RS Report R4117%oreign AidReform, National Strategy, and the Quadrennial Revigw

Susan B. EpsteinThe QDDR document further points to relations with other agencies, private contractors, and state
and local governments: “More s p greemdnts,cansistepntwithgxistinglaw, wi 1 1
to draw on the skills, expertise and personnel of other federal agencies before turning to private contractors where State
determines that building ihouse government capability or promoting bilateral workingiceiahips furthers our

foreign policy priorities. For certain core functions, State will also establish a presumption to enter into agreements to
draw on other agencies and state and local government, where appropriate, to implement State programs overseas.
State will use private contractors for ngavernmental functions when other agencies lack appropriate skills or are
otherwise unwilling or unable to providde the services

25 Project on National Security ReforifRorging a New ShieldReport required by Section 1049, National Defense
Authorization Act for FY2009P.L. 110181, Arlington, VA, November 2008. Hereinafter cited as FNZ08. PNSR
found the mob scene phenomenon “especiall-yal[bpee¢evadeft

b}

power s resident in diverse organizations within the
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stat ecso/npfolsitct stabilization and reconstruction,
issues (crime, healt h, environment, mi gration, C

The three most c¢®rnensopnolnys icbiltee df ofra cpteorrcse i ved inef f
ineffeotfi veatessagency efforts abroad are:

T Inadequate civilian strategic planning and i
capabilitie* and processes;

er nment

ng in t

f Structu weaknesses in the U. S. gov
1 t i

p and dov

fi

a

r al
abroadl gd)yndepgemtomgemi zations 7r1esu
f ot epviep’iwnigt,h each agency reporting

u
chain of command and respomeavibr burgefied coor .
i

White House,; (2) insuffiersennhnel yil n resou:
discouragihgr i domesd icagdncies from directing f
away from core missions; (3) i1inadequate mech:
sharing within and among agencies; and (4) 1i:
eitherrddejtineto, at the headquarters and fi
f Personnel who are not trained for interagenc
familiarity with the missions, capabilities,
agencies
Some anal ygtonmngaldisagirtte metmts among key players
means to conduct missions as factors 1impeding st
arrangements and enhanced leadership may provide

their worst effect, in s ome, but not all, mi s si o:

The perceived probl e ms asturaflalc el eavnedl sh:a vien rtehpee rfciues
or interagentchgeropmeardat,i ans amn i nt e rpmaerdtinaetne ( r e gi o
headquarters Ci,n aWads hwiintghtionn ,t h Ex et h 4t wthseOf fi ce

White House. How these problems manifest themsel
outlined in the section Iimadedi amebyeboliew. oFTheorn
address these problems, with extended discussior

Manifestations in U.S. Interagency Co

Problems with strategic planning and leadership
White , Hpusd icularly the N&ZThenNISCSecwmisti $ tCmign o
President, the Vice President, the Secretaries o

26 The Government Accountability Office provides@rerview of the issues iNational Security: Key Challenges and
Solutions to Strengthen Interagency Collaborati@MO-10-822T, June 9, 2010. This document categorizes the
problems somewhat differently than this report. Its categories are: (1) develodiirgmementing overarching,
integrated strategies to achieve national security objectives; (2) creating collaborative organizations that facilitate
integrated national security approaches; (3) developing ana&ied workforce; (4) sharing and integnatinational
security information across agencies; and (5) importance of sustained leadership.

27 Many civilian departments and agencies play a role in the missions and activities covered by this report. More than a
dozen civilian executive branch departngeand agencies may be involved in stabilization and reconstruction missions
and other national security activities abroad. As most would expect, these include the Department of State, the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID), and the Centralligence Agency. Others are the Departments of
Justice, Agriculture, Commerce, Energy, Homeland Security, Heath and Human Services, Transportation, and
Treasury, the Overseas Private Investment Corporation.

28 For more information on the National Sety@ouncil (NSC), seAppendix A andCRS Report RL3084(he
National SecurityCouncil: An Organizational Assessmgoy Richard A. Best Jr.

Congressional Research Service 9



Building Civilian Interagency Capacity for Missions Abroad

locus for integrating foreignlpoyYimaygkomg. nThi owng
directorates and staff, 1t t times has been res
implementatNeni ohheé¢ Secmrsoome€Comesi bhsed to encori
council i1itself, asndaedlabhf. NDE€spditrtectbsacentral
consider NSC staff (currently numbering some 300¢C
inadequate to effectively oveabmesstreanpyomsahbhltyg i
toobber whetmesde dby

Crises reveal the full range of perceived probl e
break down. The usual practice calls for the rel
civilian crisis planmincg iamd wiimpl e rtheen tNaStCi, o mwhii ¢ hc
DOD planning if mnecessary. In the case of disagr
a mediating fadn ditoit€w.e 1 Usimalelrya,gency task forces
t he actciiwiitliieasn oafgencies and DOD. Task forces <ca
field level. Operations ¢laanc kb eo fc oinmptl ei rcaagt eendc yb ye xt pt
knowledge of'’conherbageanns eand ditfafsekr efnotr cceusl tcuarne s
creative, devising solutions to problems. But ta
refer problems the task force cannot resolve up
Structural weaknesses mamti fleesvte It,h ewnseerl ev esst eaatd yt hse
plans, and programs are developed, and at the fi
planning and implementation are theofsetically «coc
broad policy ogwidd atvhcreo uagsh dNeateilonal Security Coun
meetings ofs tChaeb iPnreets,i dbeuntt agency interests, pers
resources, and other factors affect out comes .
The panoply of playersndepehswpietch itvkesir id Wmspriad
of developing plans for c¢civilian foreign affairs
by the State Department and shared (not mnecessar
funct ieoanmsl, bbuyr USAI D and other agencies where ap
Uu. S. embassies. Thdevmpl etidotrasi amdohcfieoldies i
disapproved, and overseen by the uSst,atwh iDcehp aarltsnoe 1
secure funding for them. In other civilian agenec
Justice, and Agriculture, among others), headqua
role in planning anditmpbemsnthegrtheeseace abrc
At the headquarters level, collaboration and c¢oc
often may be mini mal

Some analysts perceive a key strucasisraadorws askme s s
responsible for tsabsbDadmifogetilga Podiicgewtnt]l ine
measures and foreign assistance progrframs. At U. S
largest civilian per mamsesnabddediCehn cetfu roefs Mibsrsa aod) ,( Ct
directs and coordinates foreigncpaohtcy trmamsati:
These teams are composed of the representatives
a country. Hiheh dAngbases adorws can actually lead an
greatly according to the interest and management
many find that the Ambassador lacks the necessar
direct their activijgriagdshetro t,thealhmf mlgle necmbas sy missi
There are particular structural weaknesses at tl
and implements operations and actaindisties througt
(COCOMS), also known as the Geographic 0 atant
Uu. S. military operates under 1ts own statutory a
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carrying out security cooperad i G@Caandd rezpptede d v
each dédsouthOM)y are attached to the U.S. embassies
degree to which $rheesyp ovniseiwb lteh etnos etlhvee sCQM r at her t
combatant commander varimad ygtesat I Theracdaor dion g otra
regional entity on the civilian side. Further, c
limited, althomght esnphe dGOG@srha he past decade to
perspectives intso. their planning system
Some analysts regard the absence of permanent ci
serious deficiency. The State Department does ha
numbecoofdimeaportsing directly wlo tthlea Sevaryiangyg
conducting or coordinating interagency missions
Coordinator for Counterterrorism (S/CT) encour asg
for countertertbesemcootrtdvneatess Bwt not have t he
interagency cooperation.
Overview of Reform Proposals
Proposals for reforming In Focus: Bureaucracy procedu
mechanisms for foreign and Reform P gy maki
planning, and 1 mpl e me nt]| Thedifficulties in fostering interagency all 1mncl
to narrow In 2008, t h e | collaboration should not be underestimated}y i ¢ e s
Committee urged Congr e s|Accordingtooneexperton intagency new Nat.i
Security Act to reform goope.rat|on,.oA.Imoste spect

. ureaucratic ethos makes it hospitable to
of interagency oper at ®8|igeragency collaboration. The collaborative) 1 € W 8 t
that “tvbaiden, s 1 mpa g ef iy { ethos values equality, adaptability, discretio
rel ated 30”5][1@ Ces3 mecsyr@mTe s and results; the bureaucratic ethos venerate
mandated Project on Nat hir%rcaggzilésﬂﬁgl%Oieedif;r;s?t?c?nfroman:form
(PN,SR) also pr ons cd a gxistingwayl/ofdoir?gagencybusinesstoa I of t he
National SecuBSupsAqgu e a|pnewandmore collaborative way requires
ho we ver, P N S Rtt e mitprdpe di sdai 1d | actors to withdraw at least temporarily from
not exclude increment al]| thebureaucratic ethos. They must spurn

something they may have at least resged if

Absendgcdlud lref or m, s 0 me | notcherished..They must adoptthe stance}] t f a i nt
possibilities for t he s | that purpose should dictate structurerather| nt e r a g e r
initiatives undertaken than all ow StrUCtZE”E; t hat th
goveromentates with core—marTromar sScTcCcUuUrrty
processes and organizations dating to the 1950s,
“are bound to fail without corresponding initiat
pol’fcy.

29 Eugene Bardach, Getting Agencies to Work Together: The Practice and Theory of Managerial Craftsmanship
(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 1998), p. 232.

30U.S. Congress, House med Services Committelitial Perspectivescommittee print, prepared by Panel on Roles
and Missions, 1I0Cong., ¥ sess., January 2008, H.Prt.1d@QWashington: GPO, 2008), p. 48.

31 PNSR 2008, Executive Summary, p. i. The NDAA for FY2(@8&, 110181, Section 1049, authorized up to $3

million for the study.

2S§cott R. Feil

s

“The

Failure

of Incremental The m:

Interagency and Counterinsurgency Warfare: Stability, Security, Transition, and ReconstructioneRolaseph R.
Cerami and Jay W. Boggs (Carlisle Barracks, PA: U.S. Army War College, Strategic Studies Institute, 2007), p. 286.

I nteragenc:
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The artguman wholesale reform rests on the interd
system, where changes in one area will 1nevitabl
Nevertheless, given the concepatnuda li mpnlde npernatcitnige a 1
wholesale reform, many analysts favor an 1incr e me
key #8emse.focus on a particular agency, or certa
t olpevel management sftiredat dreevse,l sptrialclt iactelser s a't

While there i1is ample overlap in analyses and 71 ec
diversity These proposals are cat almagkiiendg ,bel ow
planning, and budgetirag; mé¢é2haonosmecandtpnotadal
improving institutional structures, arrangement s
collaboration at the HR¢adidqaddtess sanhduddegrehalveh
l evel by e nhhoarnictiyn ga ntdh ec aapuatc i ty of U. S. Ambassado
personnel policTiaebd, eamedf anreec htalme s amp p etnrduinc eosf, prese
proposals by author and type. Source citations,
are found in the Dbibliography.

I mprove #fnakdtmmeggy Planning, and Budgeting?

A fundamental weakness of the tecsurirse mt lsayskt cori pedr
str antackgiyn g, planning, and budgeting capabilities

these deficiencies as criabichily tuaddemée homgatn & e
coherent and effecitamwse, faomrd iagsns ipsotlancade sa c tmi wist 1 ¢
duplication of efforts in some areas and gaps 1T
systems and procedures to ensure the devel opment
to bddarcisesmf 1 ecader s hiAp paenndd iad trBelcd x ofnar (tShee & ihfef i
compiling comprehensive 1infagr mantdi dmren gmo pmtle rctee
law enforcement assistance. )

Possible options offered to #Apperadi SoBeod vade fici
modi fying the National Security Council (NSC) ar
These include establishing new NSC positions, e s
new responsibilities typy $hef NSCObhdrstwombhdiomadt
devel opment processes and documents, or enhance
options include integrating budgets, and 1improvi

Other Bush Administration itiatives Feil cited were National Security Presidential Directive 44, Department of
Defense Directive 3000.05, andth@re c r et ary of State Condoleezza Rice’s “tran

BPNSR’>s revised recommendat i onngblockstoYefopn thancoutdbe takén0 9 focused
without legislation, to accelerate progress towards holistic reform. Project on National Security Refoing Ideas
into Action September 2009, p. iii. Hereinafter referred to as PNSR 2009.

”

%The termatfoonllabhdr “coordination are often used interchaj
the strict meaning of these terms: collaboration applies to agencies working together under voluntary arrangements

while coordination is used when there i®ad official or agency with formal authority to instruct, direct, or order other

members. (SeERS Report R41803nteragency Collaborative Arrangements and Activities: Types, Rationales,

Considerations by Frederick M. Kaisey This report will adhere to these definitions in the CRS text. The term

cooperation, as used hercecatinalud®berbothoooldiaborenionsa
or references to the works consulted for this report, the term may not be used in its strict sense.

113
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Improve Civilian Institwdtiwmaead fAmt hGootdienmnaht
Collaboration?

The perceived weaknesse vilian institutior
capabilities, ineffecti archical arrange me
impedingtyheorcabddet a dinate interagency
reforms to address thes ems identify two
One 1is that agencies pr € Ccorees onurscseiso ntso ar
peripheral missions An s that personnel r
who evaluate and promot rather than to ot
command. A perceived ne dbtueo ldr eptpec opdequt &t &
authority to overcome obstacles wundergirds
Appendiix cGilsse prtolpesals.
Because the State Dep In Focus: Impediments to ble for
overseeing the ceondoc Institutional Change
policy, many amnalyst s|Thedificulties of creating new structures or P ning its
capacity to lead, ¢ o o | authorities, or of expanding existing ones, are [ t civili
missions and activit ililustratedby the bureaucratic opposition bposals
. RT . encountered by the State Department Office of th
deal I,SC md 1di:1.ylf1p' roving th Coordinaor for Reconstruction and Stabilization
Deparsmebility to 1 eal(crs)wheniwasestablishedin2004.
mi s $.1 Oelt.h crs, .h O We Ver | asdescribedbyoneauthothe oUSAI D|S &R
responsibilities to ofAdministrator..wasunhappy aboutthe creation g
Ot h . . 1 S/CRS because he had devoted considerable
ther 1nstirtutio a [ attention to building a confliahanagement capacit ¢
Some would t n € W| in USAID,.. The [USAID] Officeof Foreign a
for S &R. On ma 1 1 e r | Disaster Assistance feared its Disaster Assistanc e
establishing i t r a g e | Response Teams (DARTS) would be e
S 0 me would enhan e i command_eered by S/QRS. The [State Departme
h geographic bureaus did not welcome a new
and other DOD n , player which mght threaten their control over
new civilian r a | | policy toward a conflicted state. INL [the State
1 Department Bureau of International Narcotics
Some pr als d Control and Law Enforcement] did not wish S/ICR
S ome ur r e o to intrude into its operational control of police 1
number s ci1 vV training. PM [the State DepartmeBureau of
Depart men and Politicall\_/lilitary Affairs] triec_i to reassert it; earlier
augmentin e r ownership of complex contingency planning and
g . p claimed a new responsibility for State Departmen
gover —1wmel B or related aspects of counterinsurgency, a specific tf
would 1nc ase of conflict response. The NSC.weighed in to helpp
Response rp it move forward. Nevertheless, S/ICRS made little
progress in securing interagency agreement on a
formal framework and process to trigger a major
Enhance Autho R&S [reconstruction #n
U.S. Ambassadors?

35U.S. Peacefargpp. 8586.

In Focus: Authorities vs. Reality

Despite the statutes, executive order, and
Presidentds | etter
with authority to manage personnel and
activities incountry, an Ambassador may
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13 9, .
As t he leader s% Q”fr.l tthye encounter many challenges to overseeing a
Ambassadors are viewed coordinating activities. Ambassadors must,| @ st he Kk
to improving 1ntamnd giemcclaccording to one aut

t he effectiveness o f i n/| neverending problem of agency officials bag, g in t he

bilateSommeanmnd yst s _— in Washington eager to direct their overseag

. staff, sometimes whiout filling in the
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I ssues for Congress

Congress has comesgarediatbgd ei mtuethaogentcyy reform. Thr
power, Congress ultimately controls reforms that
facilities, and additional education and trainir
organnzefithe top levels of executive branch dery
executiabel ity to putveiln ppolsatcse amedw olriggalni zat i onal

%Shawn Zeller, “Who’s in Charge HIZp. 2L, Thediticlequdtesn Ser vice J o
Ambassador Charles A. “Tony” Gillespie Jr., former Ambassa
for someone back in Washington, in Justice or Agriculture, just to pick up the phone and tell a persond togo an

something.... The challenge is to make sure the voice of the United States is consistent and to make sure that agency

heads understand that they are supposed to let the ambassador know of their programs and give him a chance to weigh

in. Ot hse rvweirsye eiats’y for someone in Washington t-@82)treat the ¢

S"Author’s interview (Serafino), October 2011.
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positions alte atdheer sMSi{p, epdbdssdiitsitoamd (Seevehar giailiari
department s, including State, Defense, US AI D, ar
influence over other personnel matters, through
and fix of hemplt @y menrte x ¢Ehveetne viee br anch has the au-
changes on its own, Congress can stimulate refor
bureaucratfiocor riemsitsaamcnec,e Congress can mandate new
requirinmgd shudgetgydacuments that deal with these
encourage changdseairn digsecthlry etfimgusgh and meeting:
of ficials.

While contemplating the utility of esrpeac infuinch erre f ¢
of i1issues. Four addressed below are whether 1nte
U. S. military should be reliednwlpeotihietieos wgtemcpyr i c
refwirpgnl oduce budget savings?

Is InteRafgemmyNecessary for Missions A
The Uni tleadn gStmitleist ary invol vehmpnovidedfmhahiefahn
impetus for interadgaahecsy refoed éeddbtrssabdbut t he
interagency S&Riomns sieogasrdiPegcelpe necessity and
reform for missions abrsadsmeaysmhentied tbeafpohrt
environment and the appropriate scope of the U. S
liemdtreform in certain areas, may depend on whet
environmedbtnidwdngt deenands of the past two decad:¢
several decades; (2) whether therd baer emasd eg nmofriec a
ef fectirvoevebdy iinntper agamdy (89l whkdhatri om;e accepts
utility of such engagements.

Future Conflict Environment and Missions
Initially, the perception that extensive 1nterasg
national security was fostered becyontfhlei cbte Isieetft itnhge
provide fertile breeding glrnoiutnidasl fporro pionstaelrsn aweiroer
desire to bring to bearoffopvthamensielidoronsteffe
good goyveamdneeonomio gewvwtbtopmenthdet bs fofesonfl
reoccurrefilciest oif n ctoransitconfl fcomsedobnfhgst 8 are
soon disputed the premise that weak and failed s
threats to the United Statesha vlchre yaumpds issneicnd out t
devel oped countries as -wdeelnlo,g raanpdh iicd,e nptoilfiiteidc anla,n y
cultural, -amaontgreiobguwtaiprhg ct o the spread of terrori
failed states, they arguedpodat Iresuletx piemdfit wir tel
attention on more tangible ®hreats and areas of
The 2010 QDR does not discount potential threat:s
broader than internangonnfletratroonsliwicllher chmagt
continue to put pressure on the modern state sys
of the challenges associ.atwhdi cvhi]t ha rceh roofntiecna lclayt aflr

38 See Stewart Patrickve ak St ates and Gl obal Thr eatWorkingRapser&lsr3,i n g
Center for Global Development, January 2006, and Justin Logan and ChristopherFiitdaleStates and Flawed
Logic: The Case against a Standing NatBuilding Office. CATO Policy Analysis Paper No. 560, Cato Institute,
January 11, 2006.
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growtrlhdo®€alism.alvde re xtthree ntiosuntr s e of the next seve
at least as likely to resultlfrpmiatateutweasakmes s
states narcthedror are critidmétycampontenetsts. end

This document argues for the integract¢tabhedf defe
“BP"yoo0ls to prevent the rise of threé¢ats to U.S.

complex and uncertaimhsd¢dheripagxel ofdcshaPgei w owh i1
It points to counterterrorism, building the <cape
conflict as interagency missions that will conti
forrage¢erecy apptsotarcechnegst hteon hwelapk st ates, including
insurgencies and transnational terrorist and cri
disa¥ters

Utility-bafl 8f age Mi ssions

To those pohnelmaksr whanwould discount the need
visibility situati-bmsldeggirnnghexfonesweabtltattu
interagency refor m, especially those asnpdects of
integrative personnel measures, may seem less tl
discounted by those who are skeptical that the I
ot her—wetaakt,e sf ailing, or—tshirmpilgyh tsmerryi oours Ipyo 1filtaiwceadl
interventions aimed at c¢creating viable gover nmer
The effectiveness of past efforts is a subject o
the number of successes, d rtaowsa,c hainedv ef asiulcucreesss,. als
considerable stkwipltdicng me fi thartt sstafiteen result in s
scholamrpring exceptional c¢circumstances (the war a
steer clear dfoymifsosriceerss (tohfa twhdep ver kind) into
anew. ... The success stories (Germany, Japan) ar
several helpful conditions*®that will not be repl
On the ot her hjaunddg, e stohnaet asnoanteyosmtfisk ebeutni al ¢dfii antnga le fpf o srtt
have had considerable success. Mozambique and EI
stdbtwmwe l ding during and after civil strwde pr omot
countries where the United SHatets anthefomabdd mil
highly problematic, the Balkans, once aflame wit
tensions A 2003 RAND stuodketphangl mokedons ¢€epkhts
the U. N. playeds eavernoloeut joufd geeidg htthastoci eties 1 eft
democ.rsatbsct antiates -btuhiel dviinegw ctahna tb en aatni oenf f e ct i ve
conflicthg,agasnst their reocci*aTthende,ngampd rproadmaot
time that 1t talbesfldandictoiveftaerriieisn gtoa-tsctea biinl iBzoes n i
3 QDR, p.5.

40 QDR, p. 20.

““Rajan Menon, “Low Intensity Conflict in the Emerging Stra:

Peacekeeping and Stability Operations InstitBteategic Requirements for Stability Operations and Reconstruction:
Final Report 2008, pp. 8881. For a short discussion of the elements contributing to the successful occupations in
Japan and Germany, often not present elsewher€R8ereport RS21404).S. Occupabn of Iraq? Issues Raised by
Experiences in Japan and Germaby Nina M. Serafino

42 James Dobbins, Seth G. Jones, and Keith Crane, €tlalle UN®& s R eBlilding ifrom tHé &angodonraq
RAND, Santa Monica, CA, 2003, p. xxxvi. The cases erathiwere the Belgium Congo, Namibia, El Salvador,
Cambodia, Mozambique, Eastern Slavonia, Sierra Leone, East Timor, and Iraq.
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Hercegovina (after the Dayton peace ateord of De
entity from Serbia (after the NATO military 1inte
analysts in 1ightbuwifl daisssg sesfmfeonrttss tthaak e**smhaantye ye ar
Uu. S. and international eff fsourctcse stso fiomp rnoi vtei gtahtei npgc
i mpr ovibnugi Isdtiantge operations are demonstrating wha
Continuing research and evalwuation by the U.S. a
think tanks, raadendvandetngandbng of the sources
a growing body of academic and government 1itera
to defuse and settle bonfllionogsbeat wehttasesctoes
amelior atSomeo nafnlailcyts.t s judbhaeitlHawbghehfioet &J. S. st
conducted on the basis of this knowledge and car
operating-demsmdegmea waltle —amg g n by Mmofaurie wtahcakne sisn t he
past

To What Extent Should the U. S. Militai
St aBwil ding Capabilities?

The use of the-cOUmbatmiloi tesr-lywialhrdmnwa,l alhralsy as tlactnreg
controversial history. 1D6I088@@st heh€olUdSWamileans
devel oping combat capabilities for decisive Vvict
196972 counterinsurgency effort in Vietnam, whi

of socioecormiomfeor cedotrme notion that combat wa s
Uu. S military forces. H eCwoel vde rWa retvdeenctaljlbPedmifcset he f i r
oper a’t henypyry ob lceonmabtaitc tproasnts i t i ons t hat tggennerated
and Iraq, and the efforts9/tlggrdedtuwead ltyhe onmpidaad do f
policymakers that future military missions woulc
stdtmwe l ding components.

A current queisctyimank efrosr il§. S.0 pwhlat extent should
personnel twomhatr ynawmtomadlh security activities,
operatgiomwoumde¢ er i nscurngfelniccyt, sotra bpiolsitzatsi @an and 1 ec
separate milgtacogumiesti®osnrdgepmemy ® DOPy Dpeint
described a§t oanwhaanibeivgeuro tesxt ent mnecessary.

43|n an analysis of seven U.S. military interventions with nakinitding objectives, RAND authors argue that a
minimumoffiveyy ars is necessary to produce even initial results.
not guarantee success, leaving early ensures failure. To date, no effort at enforced democratization has taken hold in

less than five ,JdehaG McGhn, nd KeithCraDeyét@linesi c ad s HRBuildiegfroom Nat i on
Germany to IragRAND, Santa Monica, CA, 2003, p. xXiv.

44 Under the George W. Bush and Obama Administrations, the U.S. government has advanced its instruments for

assessingral organizing interagency responses to conflict, in particular the Interagency Conflict Assessment

Framework (ICAF), developed by USAID and S/CRS, and the Interagency Management System (IMS), developed by

S/CRS. These tools have not, however, been usegistemtly or systematically, according to practitioners. Reflecting

on the ability of the U.S. government and the international community to deal with conflict, S/ICRS acting director

Robert Loftis stated that “1Id dimd tergperedBy t€sting assumptigns, me nt s wi | 1
building knowledge, refuting simplistic models of what causes violence and replacing them with strategies built on real
experience.... We cannot solve these problems alone or for the countries we aim to help.aBunvpeave our ability

to work at the margins.” Transcript provided to CRS of rem
2011, p. 7.
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The DOD February 2010 QDR citessumoagdits six ke
counterisntsabiglentcy,, and c o’tamtdé¢briuteelrdr otrhies ns eocpuerriattyi o
of part®®PODsthowsver, does not see the U.S. mildi
many-cmambat missiorfs that it perfor ms.

The 2010 QDR reinfsdaradcdesmeD®@®DBD t hkxa 0 .DOD would oft e
role in such missions and “scpportmaey .vabwever, t
depending on the availability of civilians to ca
t he pre8setnrcoengofanad adequately resourced cadre of
operate alongside or 1”n Saln eiumpoofr tUa. nSt. immivleisttanreyn tp e
nat’s ome&but tiyt also resfintmantthebbPnbdcoeigtvakil ks
and abiliti**Whidre DODDI BHWI0e 05 acknowledges that
to dPtwdadeing tasks 1in such missions, it also rec
all situations, yanadr ep eurnhlaipkse layl stoo tdheavte l1tohpe t he s e
needed, at least® for some time to c¢ome.

Implications eafuiad dD@AIZ RNtodtee for the U.S. Mil,

Maint ai shiungd dsitnagt c apabilities withinsthe DODS. mi
has made a considerable front e pnadn di nevxeesrtcmiesnets 1fno
these ca&pubihetidsvel oping and maintaining appr c
abilities (such as persbnheliwsd)hcambsnaedad hadr
a time when increasing budget constraints and a
several years seem likely, defense -afifityefs may
maintainingiswsch IIdapgakilpirice of retaining adequ
substantially larger number of military personmne
debate over weapons modernization vs. personnel
Because of the¢seaaddtthieobardem that performing
overstretched military forces, as well as the pe
better, DOD leaders have long pushed- for the deyv
buihgdg activitiesf DoRfombeesretS eM.r eGaatreys repeatedly u
fund these capabilities, as have the two recent

45 QDR, see pp 17, 20, and 26.

4%« As our experiences in Afghanistan and Iraq have shown, s
governance experts who can help build local civilian capacity. Although the U.S. military can and should have the

expertise and capacity to corudithese activities, civilian leadership of humanitarian assistance, development, and
governance QPR,p.6% sential . ”

47TQDR, p. 69.
““The Department will retain capabilities designed to supp.
49DODD3000 05. Point 4. 3: “Many stability operations are best

professionals. Nonetheless, U.S. military forces shall be prepared to perform all tasks necessary to establish or maintain
order when civilians cannot doo . ”

50 For instance, the Army created a Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Irtipuipksoi.army.mi/the services
and JCS invested considerable effort in developing multiple doctrine and other manstdbifity operations, and
military training centers developed new training scenarios for stability operations.

51In its 2004 reportTransitions the Defense Science Board urged Congress to adopt the legislation proposed by

Senator Richard G. Lugar attten Senator, now Vice President Joe Biden establishing the State Department Office of

the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS). The following year, in a prepared statement for

congressional testimony in February 2005, fdairman othe Joint Chiefs of Staff General Richard B. Myers cited

the creation of S/ CRS as an important step and stated that
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f concern 1is the -bpuoislsdiibnlge aecftfievcitt ic
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tary domnsi nlaenacdke roml et hien Sftoarteei ghre ppaarlt
t tporno.f i Tlhee DcQuDr rreonlte hiidgegh woatr remkty wun
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A RAND pubtisetconspguednces ad both areas

If nation-building remains a foreigpolicy[sic] priority for the United States but the
majority of resources and capabilities for that priority are concentrated in DoD, that
organization.. will become the lead agency for a major component of U.S. foreign policy.
Such a development would weaken the role of the State Department, both at home and
abroad. It would raise concerns about the weakening of civilian control over military policy
and umermine U.S. diplomatic efforts around the world. In short, it would be a
fundamental realignment of how the United States both sees itself and is seen globally.

The RAND publication aHuwiol dian g easc tciowicteurlentss a rthea t mas
and less effective wh'ds DBOP hotumenystakdsofheci

military and civilian efforts and ensure an integrated national approachlisdafgppostcombat peacekeeping,

reconstruction

and stability operations.

”

Posture Statemen

Chiefs of Staff, before the 10€ongress. Senate Armed Services Committee, February 17, 2005, p. 31, as posted at
that time on the Senate Armed Services Committee website.

52 nstitutionalizing Stability Operationg. 24. This option is not included in the tables of proposals bedause i

concerns DOD organization.

53 Nora Bensahel, Olga Oliker, and Heather Peteiisoproving Capacity for Stabilization and Reconstruction
Operations RAND, Santa Monica, CA, 2009, p. 64. (Hereinafter citethggoving Capacity for SR.) The quote
continues: Such developments would send a powerful signal worldwide that the United States views stabilization and
reconstruction as defense tasks rather than as components of its broader foreign policy. This would strengthen
perceptions that the United Statessiders the military its primary instrument of power; it could also make
stabilization, reconstruction, and other development efforts appear subsidiary to military missions. p. 65.

““The United States would al s o-govenmental drgafifationshand|®s wor ki ng wi t |
organizations]around the world, which would
also make it more difficult during such operations for the U.S. government to coordinate with govenvhuesg

civilians take the lead.... With NGOs and 10s distrustful, other civilian specialists likely questioning the mission, and

State and USAID capacity dwindling as resources flow to DoD, stabilization and reconstruction efforts would be

[international
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comments have T ep ted, the military -is most oft
building tasks. A hough militamny phesentnak kmag y 1
questionh hmihleitthaerry could ever become as competent
experti-buvi hdimgatesks, without dedicating persor
ks That alter nhhani Vet dmy biesconth coenp @tchtee daaghbegn d a
future.

€ a
1t
t as
t he
Shottrdr m Torfaf e

Shetretr m cost considerations may come 1in-to play i

building. The relative budgetiaonsits DOD werd Hwilt
new capabilities in civilian agencies may be an
envisioned by the Busvshl Admi 8t abrhtzenion Initiat
short and 1is edre.c HAisminnpg csotsitlsl afrver tubsual ly higher

much further investment 1s mneeded 1gnoaclisv,i luisaen ¢ &
of the militar yefinfaggc tbiev e hien mtols ¢ sclogsutde trhuat Furth
continued devkdiolpdiemg oddfdssother S&R capacity 1is

the defense budget. Nevertheless, 1f the United
the Baxaall in Iraq annda tAbfwihladniinsg aanr, g utskech ¢amn taif t he
smaller force was stressed by the additional tas
to perform such missions was measur-emawpgainst 1r
reemer ge At moymef ipwd nitt tDddD-sctorsetslsye di np etresrommsn eol f
foregone investment to continue to embrace stabi
mandated by DODD 3000. 05.

Nevertheless, as discussed @sbewe, ctibe dSttatee | Baple
building and related activities for the past 60
capabilities and budgets in DOD, even def intende
fastha ft fr om S tdaetres hDiepp,a rwintehn tp olsesai bl e i mplicati o
aut hority between these two departments 1in the f
Which Proposals Ar% Highest Priority?
Given that an overarching reform of the mnational
and analysts may debate the priority order of s
implications of the order 1 n rwhsi ccho ntcheenyt raartee aodno 1
improvinmaktngteglhanning, and budgeting capabil:i
effectiveness and improved collaboration or coor
governmental structures orsirmeg ramnigncnrge aesxiimsg itnhge
specially trained or dedicated personnel, partic
authorities and enhancing the capacity of existi
effective approawech ?nodlfthebseee quseysstticomast thaal ly raise

undertaken witbut appropriate information and guidance. Moreover, because warfighting will remain the primary
mission of DoD, development tasks would probably be aligned to advance military goals rather than be the objectives
i n t he nimpeoVing €apacity for S&Rp. 65.

55 The proposals surveyed for this report deal in differing degrees with the specific reform elements, and do not provide
a concrete guide to ascertaining relative utility and priority. Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that the largest
numberof recommendations concerned enhancing interagency training, education, and rotations, and the second largest
concerned modifying NSC responsibilities or structures. Of course, the number of recommendations in each category
would vary according to the saas selected. However, this selection includes many sources that could be expected to

be common to most lists.
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questions and exploring the numerous permutatior
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%The 2006 QDR judges the field level as integral to the de"
developed in the field ofteimave applicability to interagency cooperation at the strategic and policy levels. Long

experience shows that operators, regardless of parent agency, collaborate closely when faced with common challenges

in the field: they often resolve interagency consernqui ckly and seamlessly to achieve te

SJames Jay Carafano and Richard Weit z, “Mi smanaging Mayhem
Mismanaging Mayhem: How Washington Responds to Cedislames Jay Carafano and Riciggdtz (Westport,

CT: Praeger Security International , 2008), p. 3. Hereinafter referredMisasnaging MayhenThe cases included

the U.S. response to the 1918 influenza pandemic, the Asian financial crisis of the late 1990s, the energy crisis of the

1970s, three natural disasters, as well as selected aspects of U.S. conduct in four conflicts and in the Cold War.

%The editors found that throughout its history, the U.S. g
exercising, and edudag people to conduct interagency operations. Thus at crucial moments, success or failure often
turned on the happenstance of whether the right people with the right talents happened to be in the right job. Rather
than investing in human capital beforeraics i s, Was hi ngt on Mignhanaging MBylheyy3.8.an roul et t e .

e

®The editors pointed to a need for interagency doctrine, i
doctrine does not tell individuals what to think, but it guides thehoim to think—particularly how to address
complex, ambiguous, and unanticipated challenges when time and resources are both in short supply.... When ...

[interagency doctrine] was taught and MismanagigMayhdy it made a
p. 3.
The section on leadership concluded: “Presidential leader:

operations.... Likewise, congressional leadership, especially from the chairs of congressional committees, is equally
vital.... In the end, no government reform can replace the responsibility of the people to elect officials who can build
trust and confidence in government; the responsibility of officials to select qualified leaders to run the government; and
the responsibity of elected and appointed leaders to demonstrate courage, character, and competence in the time of

c r i Mismanaging Mayhenpp. 34.
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Prioritize by Effect on International Cooper
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the U.S. government to more effectively cooperat
agenciesg,ovaenrdnmmeonnt al organizations 1in conducting
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Interagency Reform Produce Cost S

e 1s a widespread expectation that interager
QDDR explained the basobsdftorclopbati nbekagtncdik
eration on counterterroris m, rule of 1 aw, st
ad, thel @QDDRtesdmhgpartnering with and buildi
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agencies will softfoert hnee tU.pSo.l igoyvegrannment and reduc
implementation costs. This is a significant depa
ill save money, 1 mpravbdltilte WoSadganern Aenetr i c a1
strengtsheamnSag@gdement aciPloss the interagency.
Nevertheless, some analysts believe that the c¢os
assess. Many analysts with experience 1in 1interasg
accrue by edluiprhiincaattiinogn tohfe e f f or t The savings fr
depend, however, on the si1ize of the mission. Sin
small numbers of people, cost savings on persont
Various atol pttherppiostsible ways in which 1inter a;
T By facilitating the sharing of information t
T By increasing collaboration and coordination
stages, resamvtvdaed ngl i mc atmi ampaf resources, bece
coherent strategy even the most efficient op
collaboration %re often ineffective;

T By hastening the date when U.S- military for.
conflicd raerpelaasc eadnswiltyh clievd®d i an personnel
There may be additional costs associated with ¢t
above, some analysts believe that savings will a
mi s s i onndsu citfe doe absyo wreddd civilian agencies with th
appropriate core mandate. Nevertheless, there ur
if the appropriate agency current liys sliaocnk.s Stohnee n e
may question whether streamlining interagency pt
savings 1if personnel were mnot regularly called i
Should Congressional Reform Acyompany

i
Reform Measures?

Congsabisl ity to oversee mnational security affair
promote interagency reform is hampered by its o}
some analysts. Some swondent whegherz&ongnegswhich
foreign affairs as separate, rather than interde
the perceived imbalance between military and ci
t he Amfecraidceammy of Di pl o mdtclye (iAnAtDe) g rsataitemnd dthaitns t r -
and influence would be greatly facilitated by ctl
busifess.

61 QDDR, p. 34.

62 For instance, the 2006 QDR stated that improved planning guidance to set priorities and clanéy} setiurity

roles and responsibilities would “reduce capability gaps a
63« We spend so much because we are so inefficient and incap:
commanding and on the dingdodSIB expert Beih Cole-fBad eotrespondente withc ¢ o r

Beth Cole, Director of Intergovernmental Relations, United States Institute of Peace, August 29, 2011.

64 Integrating Instruments of Powgp. 22.
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Create New Select Commi ttees

The 2008 RAND/ AAD rabloirssh mamtp osfe dt wd“enmeew tisne |l e c t
each house, devoted to reviewing the overall 1 nt
and reporting their findings 1in”Tkirsmsr eoffompm,s stilbd
ar guwaodulel p individual committees -{(nafidr odgres s
decisions about the interseetlioementfselbmende 06t
institutional boundaries in Congr®kt wawl dnomet tt
the report stated, i mpingec odnigrreeqgstslwyomoanl t he curr e
he same year, PNSR recommended that the Senate

3

«

cti¥WPNSRs went further than RAND and AAD, reco

NSR proposal also caldedvdoas tthks ef e-oanlmi p o ewrt
egislative domsadl tsaetcitPeTnhse yoanmaniagtame nt of such j

o o8 —mo oo =

e
urrent distribution of responsibi
ffairs committees.

-

ommended that Congress consider reconvening

©» o = o o0 =

tpaloevitdee for th&®l commoposedenkat Congress c

partments of DafledBeseuritayteasHowmdl as USAID

«—»ogo»—-om«—»»-gzn

©C O O h <L IO O

for interagency mnational see cfwrri trye vmaetwti enrgs asnpde cmia
ecommendations for basic legislation governing

mi

ommittees performed “wedappdrtdhawe Semaateci mgh dp Hromasee
ommittees for interagency national s&turity act

f
u

w committees, whether temporary or permanent,
litiga in Con g

eate a National Security Appropriations Su

e r e cceonntglrye, snshihoenaatleldy Quadr ennial Defense Revie

t

Comgrexamine the current organization of Con
ucture, the structure of national security art
rsight, with the intent offecddommbdbwdiyng nclpamg

O |

establishing, at a minimum, a single national

a 1

mmunity. It also proposed that Congress consid
facilitate coordinating author® zation action

85 Integrating Instruments of Powgs. 22. Partof he proposal was for Congress to manda

for both the Congressional Research Service and the Government Accountability Office to prepare their own annual

2

reports on this subject. p - 20.

66 PNSR 2008, p. 416.

57PNSR 2008, p.417.PNR’ s proposed jurisdiction for these select co
operations and activities; 2) commands, other organizations, and embassies; 3) funding; 4) personnel policies; and [sic]

5) education and training; and 6) nomineesafoy Senate o n f i r med interagency position th
522.

68 PNSR 2008, p. 522.

%Quadrennial Defense Review Independent Panel, The QDR in
Needs in the Z1Century, The Final Report of tli@guadrennial Defense Review Panel (Report mandated by Section

1031(f)P.L. 109364, the John Warner National Defense Authorization Act for FY2007, as amended by Sectipn 1061

P.L. 11184, the National Defense Authorization Act for FY2010), 2010, p. 106. Hereinafter referred to as the QDRIP

Report.

70 QDRIP Reportp. 1086.
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Modify CurrentanHr®cbirtedures

An opt n that would not require any structur al
commi t es dealing with defense and foreign r1ela
Sena F eign Relmhaiiroman CAhrmmh ot fpeoMainfdiemsh estgopsh aat
wa t'se re’dSguecch measures might include maintaini
information on subjects that overlap, holdi
heagrsi,n and sponsoring joint Ilegislation on natio

are not without precedent.

1 0
t e
or

==

To facidtietrant stlhanggy devel opment, Congress may :
revising budgetingopgoesessmay Fonsyadatramadgats n;
in certain areas. Or, it migheamrehwdget cplvdadsd,ana
does fcomtnmngency operation expenditures, 1in ord
l ohgromefi gn policy goals. While such plans would
than DOD weapons systems plans, for example, the
l egislative dtiesrcnm srseisoonusr coen allolnogd a tait @ igitch ptl acmmu Ing

ooking Ahead

Uni taebdi ISittayt etso protect its interests and pla
gni ficantly affected by the way in which it br
tional secur mmgdechdalkl amgedi hggMmsetw dist aotfe t rans f o
atba tse s . Over the longeacomamic itfr aubvlaensc eidn ccroauan st
netciomomi ¢ distress, the United States may en:/
fdawventpi on. In an era of constrained budgets,
mining the possibilities that interagency 71 ef
tance, 1improve @hsodfgaotve gihtmedqndtatmiimgm gmamds our ce
ocation more effectively. Organizations and o
hority o harness the necessary resources to
ncy 1id

Ve
i

>= e o

t
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Table 1. Key Proposals for Interagency Reforms of Civilian Structures and Capabilities

Create or
Improve Increase Enhance or  Create a

Modify  Interagency  Develop State Dept. Enhance Modify National
the Procedures  Integrated Capacity/ Augment Establish COM Interagency  Interagency
NSC for Budgeting Authority Personnel Interagency Influence, Augment Create Education, Professional
or Strategy - Procedures  for for Reform Teams or Capacity Civilian Civilian Training or Senior
NSC making/ and Interagency Interagency  S&R Task or Input to Regional and Level Corps
Tasks Planning Budgets Missions Missions Structures  Forces Authority COCOMs  Structu res  Rotations or Cadre

CwcC 2011 X

Stimson/AAD X X

2011

Brookings/CSIS X

2010

Lamb//Marks X

2010

PNSR 2010 X

QDR 2010 X X X

QDDR 2010 X X X X X X

QDRIP 2010 X X X X X

Pope 2010 X

SIGIR 2010 X X X X

Smith 2010 X X X X

CFR 2009 X

PNSR 2009 X X X X X X X X

RAND 2009 X X

Heritage 2008

PNSR 2008 X

RAND/AAD X X X X X

2008
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Create or

Improve Increase Enhance or Create a

Modify  Interagency  Develop State Dept. Enhance Modify National
the Procedures Integrated Capacity/ Augment Establish COM Interagency  Interagency
NSC for Budgeting Authority Personnel Interagency Influence, Augment Create Education, Professional
or Strategy - Procedures  for for Reform Teams or Capacity Civilian Civilian Training or Senior
NSC making/ and Interagency Interagency  S&R Task or Input to Regional and Level Corps
Tasks Planning Budgets Missions Missions Structures  Forces Authority COCOMs  Structu res Rotations or Cadre

Williams/Adams X X X X

2008

ACTD 2007 X X X X X X

CGD 2007 X X

Cerami 2007 X

CSIS 2007 X X

SFRC2007 X X X

Flournoy/Brimley X X

2006

RAND/AAD X X

2006

QDR 2006 X X X

CFR 2005 X X X X

CSIS 2005 X

Heritage 2005 X

Schake/Berkowitz X

2005

CGD 2004 X

CSIS2004 X

DSB 2004 X

NDU 2004 X

CSIS/AUSA 2003 X

U.S. CNS 2001 X X X

Source: Compiled from the indicated reports by the author.
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Acr ony ms

o Bo Bo Po o o o Po Po Po Po Do Do Do Do Do Do Do Do Do Do Do o o o o o o

o Do o Do o P>

AAD
AUSA
AFRICOM
CENTCOM
CEO

CFR

COM
cslIs
cweC
DCM

DFA

DOD
DODD
EUCOM
GCC
GSCF
HASC
JIACG
JTF
JIATF
NORTHCOM
NSC

OMB
PACOM
PNSR
QDR
QDDR
QDRIP
SICRS

SFRC

SIGIR

S&R
SOUTHCOM
USAID

usIP

American Academy of Diplomacy

Association of the U.S. Army

U.S. Africa Command

U.S. Central Command

Chief Executive Officer

Council on Foreign Relations

Chief of Mission

Center for Strategi@and International Studies
Commission on Wartime Contracting in Iraq and Afghanistan
Deputy Chief of Mission

Director of Foreign Assistance

Department of Defense

Department of Defense Directive

U.S.European Command

Geographic Combatant Command

Global Security Contingency Fund

House Armed Services Committee

Joint Interagency Coordination Group

Joint Task Force

Joint Interagency Task Force

U.S. Northern Command

National Security Council

Office of Management and Budget

U.S. Pacific Command

Project on National Security Reform

Quadrennial Defense Review

Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review
Quadrennial Defense Review Independent Panel

State Department Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and
Stabilization

Senate Foreign Relations Committee

Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction
Stabilization and Reconstruction

U.S. Southern Command

United States Agency for International Development

United States Institute of Peace
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Appendix A.I nt eragency Aut horities

The National Security Council (NSC)

Role in Policy Coordination

a1

Established by the N&4tth e nNU & SieR riser sipitrdiennatd tp ad £ oG 417

for considering national security and foreign pc
advisors and”accacboirndeitn go ftfoi ctilnel sWhi te House websit
assists the Presi‘demtveen aefist ¢per ithackispeads aarnmd f or ¢
these policies among "aarciocgud ngo Pdhahentwedbgdn ei e s
specifically ’ssvwehosdffoovretrhhcnbehnetd NE &€t i on r ol e, statir
function of the Council

shall be to adge the President with respect to the integration of domestic, foreign, and
military policies relating to the national security so as to enable the military services and
other departments and agencies of the Government to cooperate more effectivelyrén matte
involving the national securit§?.

l aw 1

ition to th® statutory members.

(¢]

"1 This act (P.L. 8@35) has been periodically amendéthe act mandates NSC functions, membership, participation

by other officials, and auxiliary committees, and provides authority for a seaffioBs dealing with the NSC are

codified at 50 U.S.C. 4030 U.S.C. 402 names the following as NSC members: the President, the Vice President, the
Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of State, and the Secretary of Energy. The statute also provides that other heads of
departments and other officials may serve asbers if the President directs; those so named have varied over time.
For the Obama Administration, the “directed” members
the Secretary of Homeland Security, the Representative of the Unétied 8f America to the United Nations, the
Assistant to the President and Chief of Staff, and the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs. Regular
attendees also include the Director of National Intelligence and the Chairman of thehlefimb€Staff, as statutory
advisors. See Alan G. Whittaker, Shannon A. Brown, Frederick C. Smith, and Ambassador Elizabeth Mic&une,
National Security Policy Process: The National Security Council and Interagency Skxtastrial College of the
ArmedForces, National Defense University, Research Report, August 15, 2011 Annual Update, Washington , DC,
2011, pp. 1213. Hereinafter cited aBhe National Security Policy Process

72 Seehttp//www.whitehouse.gowadministrationdophscl
7350 U.S.C. 402(a).

7450 U.S.C. 402(b).

7550 U.S.C. 402(b)).

7650 U.S.C. 402(a)(8)).
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among its reepodsnbtidionief the interagency polic
i mpl e ment autpiaontid rftoilcluolwa t i ons opfo Itihcei eBsr etsoi’’doetnhte 1 d e p
Neverthel ess, the staff structure and 1ts role i
executive branch agencies varies from Administr a
Pres®sdeecl ationships with department heads and ¢t
Pressdpnetferences and the manageme®nt style of ¢t

The State Degfapdmseinbi 1ity for Oversigh
anf€foordination

The Seef e$mlagygys the lead role in devsdloping and

foreigiapdl isyentrusted under current statutes
of foreign assistance 1in suppor tdo6of talsata mpmldiedy .
(FAA), provides that the Secret artrsyhaolfl Shteat e, und
responsible for the continuous supervision and ¢
assistance, and mil irtogratmsdtutatdmwmd tahat tsywdmhimmrgo
effectively integrated both at home and abroad a
served™®Ohverrresbyg.ht and direction are not equivale
This stat udoersy nloatn geuxapglei ci tly charge the Secreta
with responsibility for coordinating the 1mpleme
assistance. Instead, coordination rhspohsetrbilit.)y
l egi s lparteisoindeodr¢ 1t ® ] or a combination of those. Fo
under the policy guidance of the Secretary of St
all development (broadlypoddfiinedltoalllaswde adc an
1992, Congress adopttehd ISeegirseltaatriyo no fs tSattaitneg sthhaal tl
coordinating all assistance provided by the Unit
efforts ltla cddambnaatr ciot i ¢ s "Plrtha dwmcgthi odNm t a ro ntarl a fSfeic aukrii
Presidential DiredManagemMEdPDpfd4ddntentagehey ETfTf ol
Reconstruction &@ndsbdahbhitl GeatrigoenW. Bush vested t
reponsibility for “cobpegdiatednPniandd]l Sadiag Gover
invol ving all U.S. Departments and Agencies with
conduct stabilizatiofi( Bhad § cfec oSttsaadtreyd cadt ii com sahd tpi v iot
under this authority seems more |limited. S ome wh a

“‘Secretary of State shall coordinate such effort

7 The National Security Policy Process 30.

78 The National Security Policy Procegs 29. According to this report, the current organization of the NSS dates back

to the George H.W. Bush Administration. “Having served eig
deliberations of the Reagan Administration, President Geldrgv/. Bush came into office with definite ideas as to how

the national security policy should be organized.... President Bush reorganized the NSC system to include a Principals
Committee, Deputies Committee, and eight Policy Coordinating Committeespuagiat $not always successfully) to

establish a collegial system in which the NSC acted as a broker and coordinator of policy across the Executive Branch.

The basic structural organization of interagency working groups, department deputies, and depamtipeis p.. has

been retained by each succeelding presidential administrat.i

7 http://iwww.whitehouse.gowlr-governmengxecutivebranch
8022 U.S.C. 2382; FAA, Seion 622(c).
8122 U.S.C. 2151(b); FAA, Section 101(b).

8222 U.S.C. 2291(b)(1); FAA, Section 481(b)(1) as amended by the International Narcotics Control Act 8111992,
102583, Section 4(c).
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har monization wi tnhg alh.yS.p Iminlnietda royr oopnegroait i ons acr
conf’l)ict

The State Department organizational structure 17
di ffering scope. One office focuses on foreign a
HI V/ AalsDsSi st anc e ; a third on counterterrorism eff
basis; and a fourth on( S&&gbtiilviiztaiteiso nt haFrdodu grheocuotn stt
l ast of these was transTher @eoadtrodrmsn,o tah abtu riesa,u tihne 1
the firstofhreespfatbeequivalent in rank to an a
confirmed by the Senate, but they report direct]l
State DeparTthmesnPtd ebnutr evaiul.1 nominate an Assistant

bureau This bureau was createdufihi hedei witheObe
December 2010 Quadrennial D{QD®&R3Jtcoy uvapngdr aDdeev etl ho p 1
Coordinadvtomad fitcas S&Rsm amdedhort to make them
(See below, the section on creating new agencies

Of fice of the Coordinator of U. S. Assistance

Well befor
widespread
responsibl

e the call feoontntmmgeagygnoperafoomsi bec
, Congress created two interagency ¢COGCc
e for assistance to Eastern Europe anc

Uni&%Inn 2001, t he sienepdo sitnst owetrhee cSotmabt ¢ Depart ment
of U.S. Assistance to Europe and Eurasia. This o
democracy, and humanitarian assistance provided
states fofr mer Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. T

through the Director , FTpuh¥aForeign Assistance (

Of fice of the U. S. Global AIDS Coordinator

The Office of the U.S. Gl esala bALiBS e@o o rnd i2m0a0t30 rb y(
States Leadership against HIV/APDYS,2H8OBercul osis

Section ItthX(cB)a(cig)e sofaher Gwatmhiry responsibility f
and coordination of all resources and internatic
combat the HIVRAFPSnpabdéeémiteces include coordinat

83 One coordinator was in charge of assistance provided under the Support for East European Democracy Act of 1989,

P.L. 103179, or the SEED Act. Thetber was in charge of assistance provided under the FREEDOM Support Act

(Freedom for Russia and Emerging Eurasian Democracies and Open Markets Support ActR11992511).

Section 601 of the SEED Act establishes that the “Presiden
Program coordinator who shall be directly responsible for overseeing and coordinating all programs described in this
Actandallothe activities that the United States Government condu
Section 102(a) of the FREEDOM Support Act provides that th
State, a coordinator who shall be respblasfor (1) designing an overall assistance and economic cooperation strategy

for the independent states of the former Soviet Union; (2) ensuring program and policy coordination among agencies of

the United States Government in carrying out the policiefosé in this Act (including the amendments made by this

Act); (3) pursuing coordination with other countries and international organizations with respect to assistance to

independent states; (4) ensuring that United States assistance programs @epedant states are consistent with

this Act (including the amendments made by this Act); (5) ensuring proper management, implementation, and oversight

by agencies responsible for assistance programs for the independent states; and (6) resolving podigyaam

disputes among United States Government agencies with resp

84 For more information, seERS Report R4075@,0reign Ad Reform: Agency Coordinatipby Marian Leonardo
Lawson and Susan B. Epstein
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uti1v
r th . EmePgencgeRtan fo®% AIDS Relief

e cebsr aanngedo ieogmmme int al or ganizations, a
e

n

(

d:
EPI

Of fice of the Coordinator for Counterterrori

The Office of the Coorditotbonafoes &Godnsappertert

devel opment and implementation of all U.S.

countering te€acoaoidimn @ vRAy smatgso,rweSb/sGTt ef.uncti on

8%Specifically, SPEORGRYTIES—The duties af the Coordinator shall specifically include the
following: (I) Ensuring program and policy coordination amdmg relevant executive branch agencies and
nongovernmental organizations, including auditing, monitoring, and evaluation of all such programs. (llI) Ensuring that
each relevant executive branch agency undertakes programs primarily in those areas wgeneyhea the greatest
expertise, technical capabilities, and potential for success. (Ill) Avoiding duplication of effort. (IV) Ensuring

gover

1S

and encourage inter agdmanplcdlelvelgogr ami pmrati ctuHarrt
mu lctoiunt ry activities and provide a mechanism fo
the use ‘oebDotrlddédmmc¢t més owfefbisciet e, the actual funct i
appearesnctoourbaegi ng collaboration, or voluntary <co
provides input to DOD counterterr ®ricglndadbe™ i vit i e
funding and the Combating TE&Howevs m,eFtdhoteoswf hii p F
not have authority to compel other offices and a
programs, nor a program budget to leverage or coc
I'ts origins date back to 1972, wahse ne stthaecb IOfsfhiecde af
the Munich Olympics terrorist attack. (According
appointed a special committee which proposed tha
provitldadayxoordinatiom doricoun¢eerdaedrooidevel ofj
policy initiatives and responses.) In 1994, Con g
Coordinator for Countertesrpolemaanldedergfinbkd phe
to the BSeSteterygpnointernational couateltiterrorist
supervision (including policy oversight of resou
actiX¥ities.

coordination of relevant executive branch agency activitie

counties and international organizations. (VI) Resolving policy, program, and funding disputes among the relevant
executive branch agencies. (VII) Directly approving all activities of the United States (including funding) relating to
combatting [sic] HIV/AIDS h each of ... [14 specified countries] and other countries designated by the President,
which other designated countries may include those countries in which the United States is implementing HIV/AIDS
programs as of the date of the enactment of the USitaigs Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and

Malaria Act of 2003. (VIII) Establishing due diligence criteria for all recipients of funds section and all activities
subject to the coordination and appropriate monitoring, evaluation, and audéd ocatrby the Coordinator necessary

to assess the measurable outcomes of such activities.

seehttp://www.state.gowlgag CRS Report R41802 he Global Challenge of HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria

by Alexandra E. Kendaland United States Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of Governors Office of
the InspectoGeneralReview of the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coording®aport Number ISP-08-23,

Washington, DC, February 2008.

86 Seehttp://www.state.gowlct/aboutindex.htm

87 Section 1206P.L. 109163, FY2006 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA), as amended, and Section 1208,
P.L. 108375 FY2005 NDAA, as amended.

88 Section 2301P.L. 105277 (Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations and Emergency Supplemental Appropriations,
1999), which supeesled amended earlier legislation (Section 16 Hg), 103236, Foreign Relations Authorization
Act for FY1994 and FY1995) that formally established the office. For meedtp://www.state.gow/ct.
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Bureau of Conflict and Stabi lOfzfaitcieo o fOptehrea t i
Coadinator for Stabiliza*ion and Reconstruct.ii

In -0 d4, the Bush Administration established the
for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS). I o
with a nehgmendabdbe ( SectPi.dn44@AL ionf @xitvoibseiro n2 0DO, § ,
establishment was codified, along with that of t
whiicth i s respo®s Lb4d B 0 {iCtilvei 1 XVIn, Response Corps a

members deploy at the request of rnagitemralc bureart
planning imomddfilcitc ts,e tptdsntgs a’ATdh es traetseesr vaet r i s k
component has never been formed.) In December 2
44, the Bush Administratipbpa poobddddl ¢epgatethes feo
for stabilization and reconstruction activities
In late November 2011, the State Department trar
Conflict and Stabil icoamtticanp l @pteerda tbiyo tsh e( Q9Q)0, QaDsD
expected t play a greater role than S/ CRS in dec
becomtilheg institutional locus for policy and oper
instabect ogt gtion t he O9TShOe wheebasd toef. CSO bureau, the As
Conflict and Stabilization Operations, will alsc
and Stabilization.

Ot her AgRonlceise s

U.S. Agency for Intetr n(alSAInd)] Devel opmen

USAID is the U.S. federal government agency prir
foreign aid and plays an important rtole in varic
independent agency, USAID amceiteemovbealBécfeoerasar
St altdee.s cr i beétsha tpreilfciapal U. S. agency to extend ¢
from disaster, trying to escape PO AkDtyrogmameng
port economire, grtorwd dheg, aglrolall thealth, democra
ughout t he hwoardlqdu.a rUSeAIsD shtaasDfadoba ¢ d@56n Wasdhan

sup
t hr o
stefé€rseas of 1, 634, suppl emePUSAIl PyofAtdb9cdor e d

89 For more on S/CRS, s&RS Report RL3286Peacekeeping/Stabilization and Conflict Transitions: Background
and Congressional Action on the Civilian Response/Reserve Corps and other Civilian Stabilization and Reconstruction
Capabilities by Nina M. Serafino

9% The Civilian Response Corps active and standby components have, as of October 7, 2011, a combingeltotal
members. The breakdown by agency for the 160 active menibéald) and the 632 standby membeirsitalics) is:
Department of Staté,7 and234; USAID, 36 and177, Department of Justic81 and75; Department of Agriculture]

and8; Department of Homeland Securityand33; Department of Commercé,and60; Department of Health and

Human Service and42, Department of Energy; and Department of Transportatidn,Data provided by S/CRS,

October 14, 2011.

91 Http://www.state.goveflcsa

92 USAID website http://www.usaid.godbout_usaid/

93 USAID hires personnel through a number of different authorities. The U.S. staff at Washib@theadquarters

and abroad are direct hires. Foreign nationals are hired abroad as foreign service nationals or third country nationals. In
addition, as of October 11, 2011, USAID had 260 people at Washington headquarters and 515 abroad under personal
se vices contracts. These numbers do not include a small nui
mechanisms.
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As s i sst alhicseast er Assistance ann d®@ARTk)e irtTe amsd ckg ogn
deployed to a disaster area (after an initial as
embassies and USAID missions respond to disaster

Be
r o
Vi
mo
e f

ous program through contracts or cooperative ar:Ht
organizations, indigenous organizations, univers
agencies, other governments, and other U. S. govVve
USAID is hhy 1nanall. 8gedisaster relief and other L
Administratorhdadr hegadcyinteragency disaster e
DOD and support from tHEhDePSLAlthe@fif iodiceAgh i Ead d i

a

e

il d ess-bsuti al adeiecdc @ nomi ¢ devel opment palcatyievdi tai ensa,j olkS /
e inbWibdisgawtnd ot heani8nkRp cesfffloirats sient tciomgsl ifc
tnam for ward. The USAID Offliceheod iTr ah%94, on
eled itself as a rapid hlass ploand ea uknet radltee ri t b
orts, in the cas@bofitlthg smmievingi®iasBdplddd

.o 0O — »n

Ot her Executive Departments and Agencies

have offices or agenci e:
abroad whose work contri
structi omn amiusrsyi, o Asg.r i Thid s ¢
h and Human Services, Ho n
ipate in the Civilian Res

Severalute we depart ment s
service officers posted
stabilization and recon
Commer ce, Ener gy, Healt
Al'l but Treasury partic

U.S. Chiefs of Mission (Ambyssadors) :
Te a ms

nor mal circumstances, u. S. Ambassadors overse
oordination of foreign assistance and forei
ointed. Under thke PUec Siind@bn s awpigtolr stomng advice a
sent of the SenattechPer An s dmbhagesoadbrregmessenasati
1 mi Ambaas sador, or other civilian serving as ¢
hority toeogarpeti UySirnSomedi exgpealt scogmutgei ¢ h

® ® O ® =
caowv BB
(@)

e
p
n
d
t

9 The USAID Administrator serves as the Special Coordinator for International Disaster Assistance under a

presidential delegation of thority provided bySection 493 of P.L. 8195, Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as

amendedThe Special Coordinator’s role under that legislation
in response to foreign disasters by United Statesagencia nd bet ween the United States and
to formulate and update contingency plans for disaster.reliefmore on the USAID and other agency roles in disaster

assistance, s€eRS Report RL33769nternational Crises and Disasters: U.S. Humanitarian Assistance, Budget

Trends, and Issues for Congrebg Rhoda Margesson

% Dane F. Smith Jrl).S. Peacefare: Organizing PeaBeilding OperationgSanta Barbara, CA: Praeger, 2010), p.

141. This book has an extended discussion of OTI, ppl437Hereinafter cited 44.S. Peacefareg=or more

information on OTI, also se@RS Report R4060Q) SAI Dés Of fice of Transition Initiatiyv
Congressby Marian Leonardo Lawsoifhe USAID Office of Conflict Management and Mitigation provides the

analytic framework for work of OTI and other USAID conflict resolutwork.

9% The U.S. Constitution, Article Il, Section 2 (second paragraph) establishes that the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate, appoints ambassadors.
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authority exercispdobyd€hiethe BfeMidendbnwith t he
forcefdidpartoment al executive d%thority mechanisn
Section 6DdDX(ch)gnofAsshstBnce Act of 1961, as amen
other responsible official, with the leadership

assistance programs, including U.S. miditary ass
each country, e@endebedr byedhee r p s {Tdheen tC.h i Seefc toifo n

the diplomatic mission shall make sure that 1 ecoc
to military assistance amemicooaansmiaderda twii d ths ,p od n
[ sic] comments shall accompany such recommendat i
The enbewntyr ¥t htagta mhsg group in every embassy ¢ omp
all U.S. departments &ndbegenmueh preespombsibnlatag
Presds3dbébnbad foreign policy into concrete dipl ome
progr ams. The team operates under the direction

COM. Country nteiamg tvaregmhlassoy size and U. S. inte
include representatives fr om®Isno med &i0t iUo nS .t od ePtaar tt
Department personnel, many embassies have persor
Agricul nesee, Cbemfner c e, Homel and Security, and Jus
departments represented may be Health and Human

Treasury Individual agencies from theame. departn
As codified by the FPorLedioghno§aai Wimba sAatdoaf (b3 8 Ot (
Chief of Mission) is charged,““bdhdespbheibditettid
direction, coordination, and super viwiitomi mf al/l

the country. This sAtmbtawtyen daolrostoh“srheaqli Mhkeese pt hfau 1 It yh e
currently infor ncetdi vwittihe sr easnpde cotp etroa tailoonsa of t he

coudanghall insure that all Government executi Ve
(except for Voice of America correspondents on o
commandidffda SUmtes area military commander ) ¢ o mj
the chiefNotfimmaki®acurity Decision Directive (N
the authority to determine the sizandeompositior
her/ his auAnhboarsistayd p o(nE aacshs umi ng hi s/ her post, r1ec
the President spelling out similar responsibildit
l eadership and the wuse eocfh acnoiusnntsr yv atrei aemss garse aitnltye g
country, according to observers. Much depends on
ability of the individual Ambassador, as well as

Mechanisms to Ilaahn eBendpe Ciivids into DC
and Activities

For nearly a
civilians fr
interagencywy
has long ass

decade, the U.S. military has atter
om other departments and agencies 1Tt
gooupsfor mevilian agency representa
igned senior officials as Political

97 Christopher J. Lamb and Edward Mar&hief of Mission Authority as a Modfelr National Security Integratign
Center for Strategic Research, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University, Institute for
National Strategic Studies Strategic Perspectives 2, Washington, DC, December 2010, p. 3. Herednagdtetorels
Chief of Mission Authority as a Model

98 Seehttp://www.usdiplomacy.orgtatedbroadéountryteam.php an i nfor mation sheet

entitled

Mission’ Jea@plinpoyted online by the Association for
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el opment implications. A more
.meAfGdCGsa. (onmn2alOn0d7 ,watsh es eld. Sup a
designated civilian billets.

ibbean) and others subsequent

. n
p ng
S b o

CJdALiGnation

GCCs have
services
I ACGs
2002

Groups

each hosted a JI AC(
and civilian persontr
we r er oens ttahbel iNShCe dD et phurtoiuegst
instructing Combatant Cc
Command, the JIACG wa !
most casescibtyi ae mEaltbtelire 0o f( S hS)
to facilitate interagency 1ntf
ommands and to enhance the unc
ttihel cfoamamasn def tThe JI ACGs was c

tasks, as well as the use t
t 1 me . SbinA hGdvsece mwetr sa lewap/rse sfsulc
seems di ff
some are us e
interagency

are little
replaced by

us ed,
o her

ce, the instruction stated Joint Int

to provide interagency advice and expertise to combatant aoders and their staffs, coordinate interagency

counterterrorism plans and objectives, and integrate military, interagency, and dasti o n
(retired) Edward Marks, Contractor, Camber Corporation, Joint Interagency Coordinating ¢sip] @br
Counterterrorism, United States Pacific Command, pttjg;//www.ndu.eduteastoraget 78/
PACOM%20JIACG%20and%20the%20War%200n%20Terror.pdf

1Wyan Schwarzenber g,
Hereinafter referred to aBACGs Today?

0ViCol. Matthew F. Bogdanos,

efforts.?”

Ambas s ad

“ WhinterAgensyrJeurnalval.e2, nd. 2 (Sahner 201d)dpa2p.? , ”

“J o i n doinfiForceQuaateylygna. 8fSeddndo per at i on :

Quarter 2005), pp. 108, and Gabriel Marcella, ediffairs of State: The Interagency and National Secu8tyategic

Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle, PA, December 2008, pj2433

102 According toJIACGs Today?the U.S.Paii ¢ Co mmand ’ s

JI A€Giist e‘hes Semwthiidlel ¥ heo iJ

Northern Command’s JIACG is “a means of communication and
However, the U.S. Central Command T a&ctiviieSinarsactivescembatf or “integ
zone,” and the U.S. Southern Command JIACG is -“exploring a

embassy where déagp-day operations of many agencies functioning in the region are closely coordinated with each

other ” Jan Schwarzenber g,

“IMdrAgeney Jeumadvol.t2ne. 2 (SUnn€r@B11)tpo2d.a y ? , ”

According to a recent DOD report to Congress, the U.S. Northern Command/North American Aerospace Defense
Command JIACG has more than 30 ithe interagency representatives, from a variety of domestically focused
agencies as well as from the Department of State and representatives of the U.S. intelligence community, and, at the
time the report was written, was seeking a dedicated Drug Enforcerdemini&tration representative to assist with
transnational criminal organizations operating in Mexico. Department of Defeegartment of Defense Report on
Organizational Structures of the Headquarters of the Geographic Combatant ComiRapdst to Congrss Pursuant

to Section 944 of the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal YearR@1111383 June 2011, p.

14. Hereinafter referred to &0D GCC Report
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USAI DiO@fe€iofi-Mi dh€Capperation

I response to increasing concerns about possibl
activities and sound devel opment objectives, US/
Aff ¢ OM&A) pr ovidd eo vienrpsuitg hatn t o U. S.I nmiNloivteanbye ra ct i v
2011, OMA was 71 enameMi Itihtea rQ/f fCiocoep eorfa tGiovni.l i a n
Under this office, senior USAID devel opment offi
Pentagon offmcetstaty dddisopanpfficers from the (
Operations Command are assigned to USAID headqua
Civilian Posts at the Geographic Combatant (
While the JIACGs have operated outside the for ma
commands, some GCCs have crestedgaewzpososalwigthi
for civilian personnel from othagméapmaeali mdas s ar
senior USAID representatives tlhDa tOfhfaivcee boefe nMiblriotu
Affairs, established in 2005, as well as civilia
Two commands have become the most integrated: th
coveringSahadraf Afibica, and the U.S. eSowmtghern Co
Central and South America, as ’swellulnea s2 Otlhle rCeaproirbth
Congress on the of%AFRI LOM chm ddif3nott derdapgedeaynn e |
assigned fulltime to its headljuaftehe ostwiflfiamwida
relevant to 1ts mission, while SOUTHCOM had 29 f
integrated senior civilian personn¢éDe piunttyo tcoo mma r
the Conmmasder occuptadebPepaent ment foreign ser vi
U.S. European C&HMLOM, ( WHCOM) covers 51 countrie:
and the countries of greater Europe, has incorpc
JIACG) indgwdigsgsreommre as an Interagency Partner
Army civilian). As of the end of FY2011, EUCOM e
the command. Th U. S. Central Cobhgmpmtd, G ELENTELCOMI
Ar abian pe n(Gennsturlaal, aagpndd HSRd&u tahi sdsni ame mber s fr om ot h
Government depar’twmeikt mgamwdthg CENTECOM staff. The
information on interagency peS$SsoRaecilfiwd tl@ommdarthe
(PACOM) and NORTHCOM.

103pOD GCC Report, pp. 5, 18. The extent to which these civilian deputy commanders can influence the conduct of
command missions is unclear. In an explanation of the SOUT
states that t he incumnbanttadirfluencé decisjo makingsatthe EBammand in a way not possible

for a POLAD. Although the CDC [Civilian Deputy Commander] does not have the authority to make decision affecting

the command’s military oper aommiments, heishe can shape strategic plgnningr 1 ar ge
strategic communications, public affairs, politicdlitary and intelligence analysis, and the use of security assistance

dollars—and better align those missions with those of civilian agencies and ctearrg. This authority and direction

improve USSOUTHCOM’s ability to engage with and build inte

1041 the case of SOUTHCOM and EUCOM, the deputy posts were created by upgrading the political advisor posts;
their titles are CiviliarDeputy to the Commander, Foreign Policy Advisor [POLAD]. The AFRICOM title is simply
Deputy for the Commander for Cisllilitary Activities.
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Ot her Interagency Mechanis ms

InteragencyTask Forces

Interagency cooperation for missions-agkmaad has
task forces. Most often themestofkcfoscssoanrpepil
transition when agency roles are not clear, and
criticized as inadequate and dysfunctional. At t

“hastily fotr%ed net works.

Esatbl i shed Task Forces

There #atendomg task forces in two mission areas
Three task forces are organized under three GCCs
counternarcotics, -makrnoomiesfdme tcsases counter

Foll owingl@88gdess gnation of DOD as the lead agece
monitoring of aerial and mar i t%DeD d&reuwg utpr at thfriecek i
task forces to combat drugotcaeffwaki ng. cBDlhoe dp mna
upport and assistance that DOD provides to civi
ut ho®ities.
1994, two of the DOD task forces served as tl
k forceas:iratghenclyGCidmts kl FdbF AEFS) under SOUTHCOM
ten pointed tH¥Waamsd domadelntaeaskgfacye Task For c
er the U.S. Paci fic Commaritdo ifna cHialwiatiat. e JtI hAd F S

er i citlilociada trafdfeckongsantdhoehets narsopport
tmatriso n a’l™JsleAcFulrWetsyt. describes it % omilsaswi on as
orcement f or -rceoluantteed™dhrcutgi vaintdi edsr.u g

s o »

® "o T B BB oD

e third cRQD Jtoaisnk fTars k Force North (JTFN) unde
t formally an interagency task force, but 1t i
vilian interagency Operation Allldamlcecgi vai lciiavn 1
w enforcement agencies. JTFN (known as Joint

105Note that there also are many interagency task forces for domestic operations and activities that areseodt discus
here.

1%The Naval Postgraduate School’s Cebrowski Institute has a
networks for disaster and humanitarian crisis responsehte#www.hfncenter.org

107NDAA for FY1989,P.L. 100456, Division A, Section 1202(a)(1), codified at 10 U.S.C. 124.

108 DOD counternarcotics assistance may be provided under Section 1004 of the NDAA for FF199D¢510), as
amended and periodically extended, and Section 1033 of theAN@/AY1998 f.L. 10585), as amended and
periodically extended. DOD may also maintain and operate equipment in support of counternarcotics and counter
terrorism efforts uder 10 U.S.C. 374. For more on this counternarcotics assistanczRSelReport RL34543,
International Drug Control Policyby Liana Sun Wyler

109 Evan Munsing and Christopher J. Landbint Interagency Task FordeSouth: The Best Known, Least Understood
Interagency Succes€enter for Strategic Research, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense
University, Strategic Perspectives, No. 5, Washington, DC, June 201 1n&ferecited adoint Interagency Task
Force-South

110 As stated on the Joint Interagency Task Force (JIATF) South wealigitéwww.jiatfs.southcom. miidex.aspx

111 See the JIATF West (JIATFWestkebsite http://www.pacom.milWebkite _pagestaff%20directonjiatfwest/
jiatfwest.shtml
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112 For examples of informal arrangements in AfghanistanC&®Report R40156War in Afghanistan: Strategy,

Operations, and Issues for Congrebyg CatherineDale On p. 32, she writes: “On the
practitionershavefrege nt 1y crafted innovative arrangements for be
onacivimi 1 i tary “Board of Directors” for efforts in Pakt:i
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AppendixB. Proposals to I-mprove St

Making, Planning, and Budget.:i

Many foreign policy and interagency reform anal.y
Administrations have donevarti bestelaediantrs jofb fiar
making and have not engadgagddmasttc miln g irme smawkri cnegs stta
decisions and priorities. In 2001, t@en@Umiyed St

( HaRrutd ma n Co mmnliy ssitoa$)te cdfalttadtg@itc pl anning 1is 1largely
government. The pladnhodg shetcti ipDestocExrecusive
agencies. No overarching strategic framework gui
rource at™ ocation.

The Project on National Security Re€fidmbmi(RNSR) i
to formulate and 1 mpalse neeonrtr oad icnogh earleln tg osvterrant neegnyt a
“hindering planning, ffoeasingrgapsatdnpglleatdeng,

the PNSR historical case studie

hoc s h’8%Ftu rctuhtesr.,

strategy and policy formulation and deficient it
top levehg fbwmbshiepviegialagnldo wél¥T hlee velas.ons PNSR c¢cit e
these problems at the leadership level ranged fr
information flowé$® at the executive level

Many other anal nettd Hove sylsst@emsi taamdl procedures
of coherent strategy, guide planning, and bring
di scus sminlgi tcairvyi loperations to quell dbdbonfgdiat, fr
phase, two experts pointed to three reasons for
would hold true for mamd aUc tSi.vigtoivee s{ dapbe rhchaecdni sB h cosr
mut ual dependence among agen2c)i etshet oc ocnatrernyt ioouuts cpc
issues adhato pawmblems in the field if not addres:
personnel and other resouvfces that demand their

113 Roadmap for National Securjtg. 48.
114PNSR 2008, p. vii.
1I5PNSR2008p. 95. PNSR cited the “absence of un-aagency clarity, an

jealousies, ignopiamiceg’ [&ti ctfhe amidddIls¢ owrd 1 ower levels c¢hart
116 PNSR 2008see pp. 15357 PNSR signaled a lack of candor and trust among general leaders and staff produced

by the custom of “leaking” information to the press as a m
potential strategic courses of action. This, and otherfagctars h as “poor decision support and
consensus building” also “obscure the links between object

required to achli5e5Sv.e) tPhNeSnR “a 1(spop .f oluSuédlwarldh conditionsndbes noma t i on “ a b o u
travel easily betweenfiell e vel components of institutions and the policy:
bet ween executive institutions.” (P. 153.)

WSpecifically, these authordoatgwed Ifdm ‘“Gawainmtce ndgadrpy) oyl
reasons for advance planning that would also hold true for
various agency efforts in a mission require unified policy direction and a coherent intanardgtegy, one that

integrates its political, securiyle-of-law, and economic lines of effort to achieve transformation. Second, contentious

policy issues emerge from the outset that must be addressed to avoid policy gaps and subsequent distibanects on

ground. Finally, and often most important, a substantial number of international troops, personnel, and resources must

be mobilized in a multinational and multilateral context and sustained, reasonably for at lease five years, to assure that

the desied transformation of power takes hold. The pool of available capabilities, however, is seriously limited. There

is no slack in the system.” Len -Mialwilteayr ya nlfdie Qmeshfami gs, 7S kionc z ,
Viable Peace: International Iatvention and Strategies for Conflict Transformatied. Jock Covey, Michael J.
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From t-RadhtMant Commi ssion for waerxdy,e rmhasn yh aovreg aandivzaantci
propoeahsnncmproove-makragegnd planning processeces,
the N8EB-¥TabB-2TabB-, creating specific new strat
processes amadbBdbo,c uome nmaski(ng ot her changes to rat
devel opment TabB®pl aMamiyngha(ve also recommended 1in-
securityabB@gamd/ r i mppovoidapBBEdde

The Obama Administration has two initiatives 1n
Congress establCehtangéonbgl FSndpurptyviding a poo
State Department funding for security assistance
in mdgeng at the country team | evel (See the =

a dtdii o n, State Department, United States Agency f
Depart ment f Defense (DODY9YBD pHlaanmmreiftsg hlaGmpen prweec e n't
their collabod®fation in planning.

Modi fy National SecumRiolesCouncil and
Responsibilities, Processes, or Struc

Proposals f or -mankpirnogv ianngd sptlraantneignyg have centered
Council (NSC) processes amadk iMSgC fsotra fffo.r ePioglni cpyo lain
affairs 1 s tofe tthree lPagastiident, normally conducted
the participation of DOD, the State Department,
and the NSC staff have been widely vs&kwedffor ma
conduc ttidnagy dgaoyver nance that the NSC cannot direc
policy and strategy. Analysts offer differing so
posi fTabB® ,( new NSC sTtadbB-B ,s torru catsusriegsn (new respons
NSC sTtaabB4) .( This might require expanding the siz
President might delegate these functions to ot he
The compwosfi tihe NSC itself i1is largebpbyesotgabyvet 4
determine NSC staff structure and size, subject
changes in staff size, or the porsdast iedm eovthemrew t NS
handle delegated functions would, through their
congreasctiiomm. Nevertheless, any codification of
be considere®rempddgietnyg btooh sat ruct ure the White H
with circumstances and the capacity of available

Dziedzic, Leonard R. Hawley (Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace Press , 2005), p. 37. This book was
also sponsored by the Association of the United States Army.

118 Diplomacy, development, and defense are the 3Ds. During the Bush Administration, the State Department Office of
Strategic and Performance Pl anni n gtoideatifystiategicinferagejicy ct Hor i z on
capabilities that the government might invest in over the next 20 years and to provide a starting point for an interagency

planning process, including the development of a scetased toolkit for internal agency anddrggency planning.

Participants included senior executives, strategic planners, and subject matter experts from 15 U.S. government

agencies, as well as selected academics and private sector personnel.
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Table B-1.Proposals To Establish New Positions a t the

National Security Council Staff

Organizat ion

Proposal

Commission on Wartime
Contracting (CWC) 2011

CSIS 2007

Council on ereign
Relations (CFR) 2009

Center for Global
Development (CGD) 2007

Flournoy/Brimley 2006

Center for Strategic and
International Studies (CSIS)
2005

Establish a new, dubhtted position for a senior official to serve both at Office o
Management and Budget (OMB) and on the NSC staff to provide oversight an
strategic direction for interagenayoordination and cooperation of interagency
contingency operations, including contractie¢ated matters. This official would
also ensure that each relevant agency has the necessary financial resources ¢
police oversight to carry out its contingencglated mission, and that agency
budgets, Defense, State, and the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID), are complementary rather than duplicative or conflictin
At OMB, this official would serve as a deputy director, i.e., a presidempipointee
confirmed by the Senate. At the National Security Council (NSC), this official
would serve as a deputy national security adviser and deputy assistant to the
President, and would attend and participate in NSC meetings as the principal
advisor b the NSC on interagency contingency missions, (pp-148)

Create a NSC Senior Director for Conflict Prevention and Response to provide
locus of interagency coordination on these issues in the White House. Ideally,
Senior Director wouldoccupy the contingency planning role envisioned in
Presidential Decision Directive 56. The Senior Director should be supported in
large part by the State Department Office of the Coordinator for Reconstructiol
and Development (S/CRS). (p. 36)

Establish planning and programming arrangements for preventive action at the
White House level, specifically at the NSC. Create two new NSC directorates,
each to handle different types of preventive action: a Directorate forddgyment
and Governance to oversee and coordinate foreign assistance planning and
programming across the U.S. government, together with a NSC Interagency P
Committee (IPC) cechaired by the senior director and the deputy administrator
for USAID and aNSC Directorate for Prevention, Stabilization, and
Reconstruction (PSR), together with a PSR IP&letaired by the senior director
and the coordinate for SCRS. (pp.-23)

The President should appoint a new Deputy National Security Advisor for Con
Prevention and Response to draft and implement an integrated U.S. governme
strategy for fragile and wabprn states. (p. 15)

Create a NSC Senior Dirdor for Strategic Planning and an Office for Strategic
Planning, both devoted to strategic planning and insulated frortoddsty
demands and crisis management. The senior director would be responsible fo
coordinating a Quadrennial National Security Rewi§p. 86)

Create a NSC Senior Director to integrate interagency planning for complex
contingency operations. Create an office to support this official and to stand uf
Interagency Crisis Plamg Team for every stability operation being considered,
providing staff and resources to support three teams simultaneously. (Epl1)50
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Table B-2.Proposals to Establish New NSC Structures

Organization

Proposal

Council on Foreign
Relations (CFR) 2009

PNSR 2009

Williams/Adams 2008

CGD 2004

National Defense University
(NDU) Center for
Technology and National
Security Policy 2004

Establish planning and programming arrangements for preventive action at the
White House level, specifically at the NSC. Create two new NSC directorates,
each to handle different types of preventive actiaDirectorate for Development
and Governance to oversee and coordinate foreign assistance planning and
programming across the U.S. government, together with a NSC Interagency P
Committee (IPC) cechaired by the senior director and the deputy admirasbr

for USAID and a NSC Directorate for Prevention, Stabilization, and
Reconstruction (PSR), together with a PSR IP&letaired by the senior director
and the coordinate for SCRS. (pp.-23)

Establish a permanent strategy directorate wittiia National Security Staff.,
whose main mission would be to develop medium and long term strategy. (p. ¢

Establish a permanent interagency group under the NSC arahaived by the
OMB to ensure the integration of security assistaqrograms into the broader
national security strategy, to resolve disagreements between the State Depart
and DOD, and provide overarching policy guidance. (Planning, budgeting, and
integration would be left to those departments.) (pp-72)

Create a NSC Directorate to reflect the high priority assigned to weak and faile
states and charge it with tracking weak and failed states and monitoring U.S.
responses to them. Also create a NSC interagency Policy Coordination
Committee on Weak and Faitl States, with responsibility for early warning effor
and for developing and coordinating comprehensive strategies for colevey
engagemen{pp. 3222)

Create a National Interagency Contingency Coordinating Group (NICCG) chail
by the NSC to review lessons learned and develop strategic guidance for plan
and coordinating postonflict operations. The NICCG would include
representatives from DOD and #hdepartments of State, Justice, Treasury,
Commerce and Agriculture, and would meet on a regular basis, p. 110.

Table B-3. Proposals to Assign New Responsibiliti es to

NSC and National Security Staff

Organ ization

Proposal

SIGIR 2010

Projecton National Security
Reform (PNSR) 2009

Council on Foreign
Relations (CFR2009

RAND 2009

An NSCled interagency task force should lead a new S&R doctrine and policy
formulation process to identify the applicable missions, roles, responsibilities, ¢
operating procedures for all S&R participants.1(f)

Increase the responsibilities of the NSC executive secretary, including managi
interagency national security human capital plan and personnel system, and o
innovations proposed by PNSR. Provide statutoriharity for the position of
executive secretaryofte Pr esi de nt 6whoworld heappoinged c
for a four year term beginning in the middle of a presidential administration. (p}
401-402, also see.p151)

Create a position for an official who would analyze interagency operations,
including reatime assessments of system performance, and report to the direc
for national security. (p. x)

Realign NSC, State, and USAID roles for stabilimadiod reconstruction. Move
some of the functions of S/CRS, including overall interagency coordination, int
NSC. (Also, significantly upgrade USAID to become the lead agency for planni
and managing stabilization and reconstruction missions. LeaBtdtee
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Organization

Proposal

RAND and American

Academy of Diplomacy
(AAD) 2008

Williams/Adams 2008

CFR 2005

Department and S/CRS with the tasks of defining detailed strategies and polici
(pp. 6668)

Under an NSC lead, involve relevant U.S. government units and agencies and
nation governments imissions and activities starting from the planning stages.
NSC should also conduct a standing planning process that tries to envision the
future. NSC should operate in tandem with OMB, but without giving OMB veto
power over planning. Planning at this lewedvides central direction, overall
parameters, interagency reconciliation, allocation of resources, and systemic ¢
continuing review of results. Lower level planning and review tasks would be
handled by interagency tasks forces. (pplI®

Vest NSC and OMB with responsibility for overseeing the planning, funding,
coordination and implementation of stabilization and reconstructiossions. (p.
99)

Formally task the National Security Advisor and staff with-anlitary
coordination and the establishment of overarching policy associated with
stabilization and reconstructioactivities. Codify the new role in a new National
Security Policy Directive (pp. 112)

Defense Science Board The President and NSC shoutdovide direction and coordination for Stabilizatiol

(DSB) 2004

U.S. Commission on

National Security 2001

and Reconstruction (S&R) operations, as well as for the initiation of planning
processes to resolve issues without the use of military force for countries wher
U.S. interests are very important and thisk of U.S. intervention is high. A small,
permanent cadre within the NSC Staff should provide continuity and expertise
longterm S&R issues. (pp 222)

The NSA (National Security Advisor) should coordinatstrategic planning
process on national security to tra
goals and priorities which would be used as the basis of specific guidance for
departments and agencies on the most important national securltgies. (pp. 48
49)
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objectives, and the meant, bfowhigh dsplemance, ¢t
will be used®™ o achieve them.

Table B-4.Proposals for Specific New Str ategy Development
Processes and Documents

Organization Proposal

Quadrennial Defense Initiate a National Security Strategic Planning Process by establishing a standing
Review Independent Independent Strategic Review Panel to review the strategic environment over the ne
Panel Report (QDRIP) years and provide prioritized, goal aridk assessment recommendations. The ISRP, tc
2010 jointly established by the executive branch and Congress, would also be charged wit

reviewing and assessing the existing National Security Strategy and policies as well .
national security roles, missiorend organizations of the departments and agencies. It
would provide recommendations and input to the National Security Strategic Plannin
Process and the national security department and agency planning and review proce
Using the ISRP assessmentlold st rategi ¢ environment,
strategyo6 for the United States that v
signed by the President. The National Security Advisor would then direct reviews of
executive branch natial security departments and related assessments. (pp1QRL

Smith 2010 As a major part of a new Quadrennial National Security Review, thoroughly review U
peacebuilding doctrine, mechanisms, and interagency coordination. (p. 211)

PNSR 2009 Performa National Security Review at the beginning of each presidential term that wi
describe the strategic landscape with an analysis of major ongoing or foreseeable
worldwide commitments, the identification and prioritization of current and foreseeab
national security opportunities and threads, and trends that significantly affect nation:
security, including an assessment of existing capabilities and resources against neec
recommendations regarding the missions, activity and budgets across theahagounrity
interagency system, and a review of the scope of national security including possible
changes in roles and responsibilities within the interagency system, and among outsi
stakeholders. Use annual reviews to assess the continuing applicalfilityt he PN
assumptions.pp. 39,215216)

Basedupon the assessments and priorities of the National Security Reveguire the
preparation of national security planning and resource guidance to be issued annuall
the President to all natical security departments and agencies, including guidance
concerning the necessary capabilities to be developed for current and future ridess.
document would be issued jointly by the National Security Staff and the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB}hich among other functions would provide guidance
for the preparation of interagency plans to build required national security capabilities
linking strategy to resource allocatiompp. 40,42217-218) (Also see PNSR 2008, pp.
508509.)

Develop a Natioal Security Strategic Human Capital Plan to align human capital
programs with strategic goals, objectives, and outcomes. (p. 72)

Williams/Adams 2008 Institute a Quadrennial National Security Review (QNSR), jointly conducted by the N
and OMB with interagncy support and similar to the Department of Defense (DOD)
Quadrennial Defense Review, to establish-tigwn priorities for national security, link
priorities and resources. Also institute a biennial National Security Planning Guidanc
(NSPG) process, jotly conducted by the NSC and OMB with interagency support. Th
NSPG would provide guidance on a few crassting policy areas, with one of the first tc
be S&R. These documents would provide the basis for an annual NSC/OMB review
State and Defense progm and budget documents. (p.100)

119 http://www.state.gowecretaryim/201102/155870.htm
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Organization

Proposal

Advisory Committee on
Transformational
Diplomacy (ACTD) 2007

QDR 2006

Flournoy/Brimley 2006

Schake/Berkowitz 2005

DSB 2004

U.S. Commission on
National Security 2001

Task the State Department, working closely with the NSC and OMB, with the lead in
coordinating the periodic development of a Global Affairs Strategic Planrasdrging a
related and integrated annual Global Affairs Budget. The State Department should al
enhance its regional interagency coordination role and presence by leading the
development of governmeswide regional strategic plans and expanding its sdpicl
diplomatic visibility. (p. ii)

Create National Security Planning Guidance to direct the development of both militar
and nonmilitary plans and institutional capabilities. This guidance would set priorities
clarify national securityoles and responsibilities to reduce capability gaps and elimina
redundancies, and help Federal Departments and Agencies better align their strateg:
budget and planning functions with national objectives. (p. 85)

Conduct aQuadrennial National Security Review (QNSR), i.e., an interagency proces
develop a national security strategy that sets national security objectives and prioritie
identifies the capabilities requirdddiplomatic, informational, military, and econofmito
implement it, and delineates agency roles and responsibilities. The president should
designate a senior national security official (most likely the National Security Advisor
lead the effort, designed to frame key decisions for the President ratieer to paper
over differences. The QNSR would produce a classified National Security Planning
Guidance document and the existing unclassified National Security Strategy.-gf). 85

Use the President ds NianstiumentaddireStéhe executivey
branch department(s?), assigning responsibilities and prioritizing resources, rather tt
a statement of intent and ideals as it is now. (Webpage.)

The Secretaries of Defense and State should jointly propose a National Security Plar
Directive to assign specific roles and responsibilities to departments and agencies ar
make explicit the NSC086s role inngmaBlagi

The NSA (National Security Advisor) should coordinate a strategic planning process
national security to translate the Pre
priorities which would beused as the basis of specific guidance for departments and
agencies on the most important national security policies. (ppt3)8

Table B-5. Proposals to Rationalize or Enhance Strategy Development and Planning

Organization

Proposal

Quadrennial Defense
Review Report (QDR)
2010

SIGIR 2010

CFR 2009

Expresses DOD support for an improved interagency strategic planning process that
makes optimal use of all national instruments of statecraft, including a significant
improvement in interagency comprehensive assessments, analysis, planning, and e»
for whole-of-government operations, including systems to monitor and evaluate those
operations in order to advance U.S. national interests. (p. 71)

All relevant agencies should work together to develop and implement integrated plan
capabilities for S&R operations. (p. 15)

Better wutilize the U. S-wargingcaabiities(inctudng ¢
intelligence collection sysins, analysts, and products by among other things, nurturin
much closer working relationship between the intelligence and policy communities, a
consolidating all instability watdists into a single U.S. government watish as part of a
general efirt to streamline earlywarning products and integrate them more formally in
planning and programming. (pp-22)
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Organization Proposal

PNSR 2009 Focus the National Security Staff on higkel policy formulation and policy guidance. (g
39)

Establish a permanent strategjyectorate within the National Security Staff., whose ma
mission would be to develop medium and long term strategy. (p. 40)

Enable the National Security Staff to perform strategic management etbegd

national security interagency processes, develept of the national security interagency
system, crisis management, and presidential staffing. Improveachossistration
continuity by staffing the executive secretariat of the national security staff with caree
civil servants. (p. 207)

Urge the Preglent to issue an executive order, to be supplemented by derivative
presidential policy and study directives that would establish a coherent, continuing
framework and normative process for the national security system, including defining
national secuty interagency system, both with respect to etmlend management of the
national security interagency system and with respect to the decentralized
implementation by departments, agencies, and interagency teams. (p. 209)

Williams/Adam8& 2008 Establish asgle set of security assistance programs conducted under State Departm
authorities, with close DOD involvement in shaping programs, since DOD likely will
continue to be the primary implementer. (p. 72)

Advisory Committee on  The State Department should institutionalize its ability to integrate U.S. government

Transformational instruments of power in support of the NSC and to serve as the lead foreign affairs

Diplomacy ACTD) 2007 agency within the interagency structure. It should also enhance its reégieegency
coordination role and presence by leading the development of governmiele regional
strategic plans and expanding its sed@wel diplomatic visibility. (p. ii)

ACTD 2007 The State Dept. should integrate strategic planning offices and technology infrastruct
of the department and USAID, merge overlapping bureaus and functions, docate
related offices and personnel in Washington, D.C. (gp. i

CGD 2007 The NSC (ad Congress) should mandate closer involvement of the State Departmen
and USAID (and concurrence by the Secretary of State) in the uses of DOD foreign
assistance funding in order to integrate development and governance expertise in su
DOD activities, paticularly in DOD-led counterterrorism and postonflict initiatives.
(pp. 1516)

CGD 2007 The Administration should clarify agency roles and responsibilities in carrying out a
strategy for fragile and wabprn states, taking into consideration theermissiveness of
the operating environment in assigning lead roles. (p. 15)

DSB 2004 A small, permanent cadre within the NSC Staff should provide continuity and expertis
for dealing with important countries and regions where there is the potential f@&.U
military involvement. (pp. 291)

CSIS/AUSA 2003 Replace the current ad hoc strategy and planning process for addressingopdiétt
reconstruction situations with a standing comprehensive interagency process. (p. 10’

Integrate Nattfl wdget sSeacrurlimpr ove
BudgePingedur es

Another significant perceived system deficiency
rather than by mission or goal. Many proposals
national s e cwhhroiltey,ore iftohreTra bd<® eac iOft ihce rsse stecerk (t o 1 m
the budgetTiabB-Hprocess (

The concept of an integrated national security t
Commi ssion on National Security. The Commission
t o make tchlee aarl lhoocwat i on of resources 1in agency bu
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goals, and to systematically consider tradeoffs
t he ©pr ocbolnegnmr efsosd osniaght from the &Mprascentof a uni
therefore, mneither the Congress mnor the American
national security programs over the "ull range
Budgeting by agency cannleethet oardapl andtgaps of ne
as incoherent budget information on activities
Preparation of a full scale integrated budget wc
t he pr agmatbira negx enrgc iisnet edfl ectual rigor to the <co
Potentially, it could also involve bureaucratic
missions, programs, and funds.
Perhaps becausefpoftpahe ngomplfatidtyy imtegrated nat
Commi ssion on Nation
t hat the “Focsg¢ oif 4 h !NFocus:Need forintegrated Budgets
nat’d omo s t critical s | Current budgetingpractices for counterterrorism
involving only s 0o me effo.rts and for forelgn.pollce and law enforcement
, . assistance programs illustrate the problems of agena
depart men’t(allh ebsufdrgaestes| pased budgets. Several agerfeiamong them the
areas t he Commi s s i onl Departmentof State, USAID, DOD, and the Treasunyp 1 t 1 a 1
document wWer e h o me 1 a| Departmenfi all carry ou counterterrorism efforts.
counterterrorism, n ol However, there is no aggregated counterterrorism ear
. . Th he U.S. government cann nt f
threat reduction, angd o e b et " Plogy.)
Eventually, t he Co mn counterterrorism efforts, nor easily identify the extent
national s ‘@owilidtey vbmdl of duplication or gaps ithose efforts.
mor e compr e h e #B?&Tihvaet d| similarly, U.S. funding for support to foreign police
complexity may al s o | forcesisdifficulttoascertain. Recently, the E n t
recommendation-s pe gl I SovernmentAccountability Office (GAO) compiled
integrated budgets o |nformat|on on funding to train and equtheseforce) ns
. . .| provided by seven federal agencies
(with proposals 1 i mifgynemarcotics, counterterrorism, and anticrime stance,
or countert e rtrroa n sspm)| missions. The GAO labeled the amounts reported as
and combi nneadk idnegc iosni ofoesti mates. 6 Precise fid
USAID, and DOD budgel®according to agency offl 5,
equipping is not generally a category tlgeacies use
Whet her an integrateto track! funding.o6
budget or integrated = lget s
will increase government efficimeantabd ¢ hfte d¢ teir v
“IntegtTheeddudget exercise of providing informatdi
in one document may well bring more transparenc.)
providing a compreheanivependwngfib. §8itgbver ams
counterterroris m, t hat is not mnow available. Thi
120Road Map for National Security, p. 48. These problems arepadmjuct of the U.S. government budgeting system.
Because Congress appropriates funds to individual department/dgedgets and each department or agency budgets
funding for its own activities and operations, there is no authoritative-degsstment record of the amounts that the
U.S. government, as a whole, spends for many activities and mission. Further, aluadlepartment or agency
account may fund a wide variety of activities, but do not necessarily disaggregate data by activity. Because of this
budgeting practice, there sometimes is no waythusthejudge age

relative weight of agency contributions to an activity, without a-@mesuming review of agency accounts.

121y.S. Government Accountability Officéultiple U.S. Agencies Provided Billions of Dollars to Train and Equip
Foreign Police ForcesLetter to Hon. John F. Tierney, April 27, 2011, p. 13.

122 Road Map for National Securitp. 49.
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ficiencies and increase effectivemgesmsciypy coor c
counts mayhamges .veRtarftadirremg ycfand planning struct
mamheg#tdedds. Another drawback mentioned by so
mplications for Congress 1in handling integrat e
extentommitted system.
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Table B-6. Proposals for Integrated Budgets

Organization Proposal

QDR 2010 Cites o0tha emédiiednnati onal security b
Administration efforts to reform interagency processes, after joint mission planning, ar
Overseas Contingency Operations budget, and pooled funding. (p. 203)

QDRIP 2010 Establish @onsolidated budget line for national security that encompasses, at a minimi
Defense, State, USAID, and the intelligence community. Task OMB and the NSC to
develop a mechanism to track implementation of the various budget that support a
comprehensive appach to national security. (p. ix)

Smith 2010 Develop a national security budget giving careful attention to the sources and account
used to fund the range of U.S. government peba#ding activities. (pp. 21212)

2Frank Olivieri, “Blended” Funds OfferCofgtessionalbi 1 i ty, Risk f
Quarterly, March 14, 2011, pp. 7, 23.

124 Also included inthe security category are the budgets of the Departments of Homeland Security and Veterans
Affairs, the National Nuclear Security Administration, and the intelligence community management accoGRSSee
Report R41965The Budget Control Act of 201ky Bill Heniff Jr., Elizabeth Rybicki, and Shannon M. Mahan

125 For more information on the Global Security Contingency Fund (GSCFL;R8eReport RS22855ecurity

Assi stance Refor m: ASecti on 120ytNiba M SecakngandCRSIRepognd | ssues f o
RL33647,A Civilian Reservedr Stabilization and Reconstruction Abroad: Summary of a Workshop on U.S. Proposals

and International Experiences and Related Issues for Condrgdéina M. Serafino

The State Department’s FY2012 budgemlnethequayehetUS.describes th
Government provides assistance for military forces and oth
those “responsible for conducting border and ngas i ti me secu
well as the government agencies responsible for such force
request, to provide assistance to foreign justice sector and other rule of law programs, and to other aspects of

stabilization eforts. Department of Stat€ongressional Budget Justification, Volume 2, Foreign Operations

Washington, DC, p. 161.
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Organization

Proposal

PNSR 2009

RAND/AAD 2008

CSIS 2007

CSIS 2007

ACTD 2007

U.S. Commission
on National
Security 2001

Develop the capabilitytpr oduce an integrated natior
annual budget submission to Congress should provide a single integrated national sec
budget display along with integrated budget justification material that reflects how eac
depar tamechtedasc h agencyds budget aligns
strategy, and resource guidance. Develop a core competency within the National Seci
Staff and OMB to produce a national security budget and budget justification, including
performing national security missidmased analysis. (p. 21(@®)Iso see PNSR 2008, p. 509.

The annual budget submission to Congress should include a separate volume with an
integrated justification for the amounts requested through accougotsaprising a national
security budget, including foreign assistance, diplomacy, defense, homeland security,
intelligence, The OMB should conduct a national security budget review, in which the
should take part. (pp. 223)

The OMB and NS should document clearly the connections among USAID, State
Department, and DOD foreign assistance funding, to facilitate funding comparisons ac
agencies and sectors and for the creation of new metrics. (p. 35)

DOD, State, and USAID shoufgtesent relevant congressional committees with a joint
counterterrorism security assistance budget as part of a broader effort to require
Executive Branch transparency over how State, USAID, and DOD budgets fit togethetr
38)

The State Deptshould take the lead, working closely with the NSC and OMB, in
coordinating the periodic development of a Global Affairs Strategic Plan and presentin
related and integrated annual Global Affairs Budget. (p. ii)

The President should prepare and present to Congress an overall national security bu
to serve the critical goals that emerge from the NSC strategic planning process. Sepal
the President should continue to submit budgets for the individual naltieecurity
departments and agencies for Congressional review and appropriations. (p. ii)
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Table B-7.Proposals to Improve the Budget Process

Organization Proposal

QDRIP 2010 In addition to establishing consolidated budget line for national security that
encompasses, at a minimum, Defense, State, USAID, and the intelligence communit
OMB and the NSC to develop a mechanism to track implementation of the various
budgets that support a comprehensiapproach to national security. (p. ix)

SIGIR 220 The NSC and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) should work with the
relevant agencies to develop potential S&R budget requirements. (p. 15)

PNSR 2009 Require the preparation of a nationsgcurity planning and resource guidance docume
to be issued annually by the President to all national security departments and agen
to be jointly issued by the National Security Staff and OMB, which among other func
would provide guidance fohe preparation of interagency plans to build required
national security capabilities, linking strategy to resource allocation. (p228){Also
see PNSR 2008, pp. 5@89.)

Direct each national security department and agency to prepare-gesixk budget
projection derived from National Security Planning and Resource Guidance. Require
department and agency to submit its annual budget to OMB consistent with the guid
in the National Security Planning and Resource Guidappe40,219)(Also see RSR
2008, p. 509.)

Develop a core competency within the National Security Staff and OMB to produce ¢
national security budget and budget justification, including performing national secur
missionbased analysis. (p. 21(@)so see PNSR 2008, p. 509.)

RAND/AAD 2008 In addition to presenting Congress with an annual integrated justification of national
security accounts, the OMB should conduct a national security budget review, in whi
the NSC should take part. (pp. 223)

Williams/Adams 2008 Budgets forsecurity assistance should be drawn up jointly by State and DOD, with O
providing oversight and ensuring integration. Budget requests should reflect the polic
and programs that the NSC permanent interagency groug;ta@red by OMB, develops
(p- 73)

ACTD 2007 The State Dept. should take the lead, working closely with the NSC and OMB, in
coordinating the periodic development of a Global Affairs Strategic Plan and present
related and integrated annual Global Affairs Budget. (p. ii)

CSIS 2007 The OMB and NSC should document clearly the connections among USAID, State
Department, and DOD foreign assistance funding, to facilitate funding comparisons
across agencies and sectors and for the creation of new metrics. (p. 35)

CSIS 2007 DOD, State, and QAID should present relevant congressional committees with a joir
counterterrorism security assistance budget as part of a broader effort to require
Executive Branch transparency over how State, USAID, and DOD budgets fit togeth

(p. 38)

CGD 2007 The NSC (and Congress) should mandate closer involvement of the State Departme
and USAID (and concurrence by the Secretary of State) in the uses of DOD foreign
assistance funding in order to integrate development and governance expertise in st
DOD activities, particularly in DOEled counterterrorism and postonflict initiatives. (p.

16)
Senate Foreign The Director for Foreign Assistance should break funding decisions into strategic, ta
Relations Committee and operational components aridd ways to bring appropriate actors into decisions, a
(SFRC) 2007 well as to make clear who the appropriate decisionmaker is at various stages. (p. 4)
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AppendixC.Proposals to Enhance Ci
Aut hority, Institutional Arra:
Resources for Interagency Mis

The predominant role of the Department of Defens
policymakers and experts (including some DOD and
placed in civilian hands i1is oftastatoatibunsedndo
leader ship.esThidntcw ehadken eisnsadequate authority, 1inap
insufficient civilian resources, especially pers
judged that l‘énaaw-ﬂim(ﬁ,tﬂl’hng‘mty-é)mﬁl”dhﬂgs that DOD has
assumed in military hands i1is pffobWhmat Exte@m$ec t
Should the U.S. MilBuatdiBgoThdebNtedalds3tate
improvements to the existing civilian institutic
security system, particularly the Department of
mangceoemmendations for interagency r1efor m.

Most often, the Secretary of State leads civilia
occasion, the President looks elsewhere for a 1e¢
Secrettaartye oafnd t he State Departmentvifecovre di ibtyer a ge
someunassatisfactory.

Over the years, Presidents hdoz8treo vhteiandel y t ur ne c
interagency efforts in a lopregeatnuwmbe Al dth oairgcha st ha
of fer a venue for interagency operations, the cz
authority or abllity t o’ K wrotrhkld m,a t sco mte zMermbgesmsc yv ic
as lacking accesntdbohgtissoeCpmngnsely denied the
authority to fund such of fices. (President Obama
intrusion on execuive branch prerogatives.)

For certain activitiespoaiindandi s’ geacoesPBiaaiteents
interagency efforts. But lead agencies, includir
are often viewed as ineffective because their ma
accompanied byortihtey raemdi irseistoeu racuetsh. Al’s o, i n s ome
agenda and underlying assumptions may not square
agencies often have no incentive to divert persc
thebre functions or ottherwise serve their intere
Proposals to enhance civilian authority and 1inst
increasing State Depafab®BTablapatcherys amadu lads t throar n
some State Department stabilizatiohakk@l. reconstr
Ot hers would create new institutionballre structur
C4), create ifmtrdakig&nc y nthaasnkcee c¢ci vi Tad@&regi onal

127 CRS Report R40858,he Debate Over Selected Presidential Assistantl Advisors: Appointment, Accountability,
and Congressional Oversigtiy Barbara L. Schwemle et al.

128\White House Office of the Press Secret&tatement by the President diR. 1473 April 15, 2011,
http://www.whitehouse.gotte-pressoffice/201104/15/statemenpresiderdhr-1473

2%0ne study quotes an uneadageacy reallymearmleagensy@s no éné wiltfallawlthe < °

lead agency if

its directions substantially affect their o

for Iraq Reconstriction Appl ying | raqgés Hard Lessons to the Reform of St
Arlington, VA, February 2010, p. 27. (Hereinafter referredtdgsp | yi ng | raqés Hard Lessons.)
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TabC-®, and increase civilid@abC-&Tabd@¥®Tecanbclye per s on
C-19.

Obama Administration 1int eirnacgleundeeyt ir ed otr wno pl@aws an

bureaus, one for conflict and stabilization oper
establishing regional hubs; (3) better supportir
and (4) increasing cicwislsicadn bperoswonn ®ll.anEhdase earthe
Mission authorAppendigxdbDscussed in

Enhance State Department Aut hority anc

The Sgcoé¢t &t ate is formally the lead civilian o-f
foreign policy and, through a patchwork of statu
variety of anApiplelnar) x TrAoel SSseaxlbrfe®téaeryy t o carry out ¢
responsibilities 1s severely constrained by a 1@
structures, adequai¢hntotmbenppodbppensennkklil]ls, ar
according to many analysts. There i1is particular
possess the capacity to take the Ilead in three Kk
stabialtion and reconstruction. In all three area:
with authority and resources to carry out missic
Several of the studies surveyed recommend a wide
Departsmabilitygowoodiamade, and conduct interagenc:
include a new authorities, new prpedwitadso,narlestr
ethos for intFTahlCBncThmi SsavasDEbarymeatl ead, co
and conduct S&R missions is of particular concer
specifically targetel@ah@®® i mproving S&R capacity
In 210d 10Ob 4 ma Ademlienviastterdattti hoenea dch ee XxXpancd i ons of t w
Department oiffigndes ageacdifidtomntfs t hehd€ oO@r dinator
Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS), and ¢t}
(S/CT). As proposed by the 2010 Quadandinial Defe
implemented after cthres Obtaamhi Adcnwandibetw a@ognofalsisc, t
and Stabilization (OpnecroartpioornatnidnCgd OS)/e BRISC)eamt er t er r
Bureau

On the other hand, some analysts woulsd neither e
stabilizatonet racdion (S&R) roles dhletyuwe e wr ¢ htee d
its core mission of diplomacy, as an insur mount a
personnel, or additional budgetarsyoresmuysciesncolt
shapes recruitment and promotion selection crite
Department will mnever make effective use of pers
operational missions Some eopattsmeabtidnalyy stos al s
effectively oversee missions to prevent and mana
United States Agency for International Devel opme
operational and®PakGVyntive missions

130 CRS Report R4010Foreign Aid Reform: Studies and RecommendatiopSusan B. Epstein and Matthew C.
Weed andCRS Report R4075@;0reign Aid Reform: Agency Coordinatidsy Marian Leonardo Lawson and Susan
B. Epstein
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Table C-1.Proposals to Increase the State Department Capacity and Authority to
Lead, Coor dinate, and Conduct Interagency Missions

Organization Proposal

QDDR 2010 Expand U.Sapacity to engage regionally by establishing regional embassy hubs as base
experts in crosscutting issues such as climate change or conflict resolution. These expert
oOoride the circuitodéo between posts in the

Establish £onflict and Stabilization Operations (CSO) bureau (pp.-136) and a
Counterterrorism Bureau (p. 45)

Smith 2010 Confirm through presidential executive order that the Secretary of State will continue to
carry the responsibility for leading ardordinating postonflict reconstruction activities. (p.
213)

PNSR 2009 Develop an integrated approach to the management of global civilian affairs that mirrors

core strategic management functions of the national security interagency system propose
elsewhere, including the development of an overarching blueprint for a Next Generation !
Department that includes a new organizational culture that would promote operational sk
sets, stronger departmerevel oversight functions for budget, compiesl and personnel, a

management structure that permits the department to think, anticipate, plan, prepare, an
in an integrated fashion, multiyear strategic planning and budgeting processes that both

facilitate the development of lortgrm capabilitis and permit flexibility in making tradeoffs ir
response to new threats, guidance, or operational requirements, among others. (p13)2

Williams/Adams Establish a single set of security assistance programs conducted under State Departmer
2008 authoriies, with close Department of Defense (DOD) involvement in shaping programs, s
DOD likely will continue to be the primary implementer. (p. 72)

ADTD 2007 The State Department should institutionalize its ability to integrate gb8ernment
instruments of power in support of the National Security Council (NSC) and to serve as tt
lead foreign affairs agency within the interagency structushould take the lead, working
closely with the NSC and the OMB, in coordinating the pdic development of a Global
Affairs Strategic Plan and presenting a related and integrated annual Global Affairs Budg
should enhance its regional interagency coordination role and presence by leading the
development of governmeswide regional straggic plans and expanding its serd&rel
diplomatic visibility. (p. ii)

The State Dept. should take the lead, working closely with the NSC and the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB), in coordinating the periodic development of a Global A
Stratggic Plan and presenting a related and integrated annual Global Affairs Budget. The
Dept. should integrate strategic planning offices and technology infrastructures of the
department and USAID, merge overlapping bureaus and functions, dodate rdated
offices and personnel in Washington, D.C. (p. ii)

SFRC 2007 The President should give the Secretary of State explicit authority to ensure that all forei¢
to individual countries and regiofisncluding aid from the State Department, the UA§ency
for International Development (USAID), DOD, the Millennium Challenge Account (MCC),
Presidentds Emer gency Pi$imthe fdreggn polisy indeBest Bfehke |
United States and conforms to the strategic goals determined byrtiesident. (p. 4)

The President should task the Secretary of State to work closely with the Administrator o
USAI D to i mplement the Presidentds forei

CFR 2005 Make the State Department the lead agency for all civilian efforts related to S&R, and prc
it with all resources and funding authority needed for executive branch Stabilization and
Reconstruction programs. Establish an Undersecretary of State foli&tbn and
Reconstruction and a Deputy Administrator for Stabilization and Reconstruction Operatio
at USAID.Make USAID responsible for managing the daily operations in S&R missions al
increase funding and resources accordingly. (pg25)9

Congressional Research Service 57



Building Civilian Interagency Capacity for Missions Abroad

Table C-2. Proposals to Strengthen the State Department Lead and Capacity for

Stabilization and Reconstruction (S&R)

Organization

Proposal

QDDR 2010

Smith 2010

CFR 2009

ACTD 2007

CFR 2005

Establish a Conflict and Stabilization Operations (CSO) bufgaul35136) and a
Counterterrorism Bureau (p. 45)

Building on S/CRS, create a fully integrated Stt8&AID office, with some staffing from the
military and additional civilian agencies, to exercise the lead for S&ijderation should be
given to transferring USAID Office of Conflict Management and Mitigation to S/CRS to take
over the conflict prevention function and to integrating the USAID Office of Transition
Initiatives into S/ICRS as the foundation of the active component of theaBiRRiesponse Corps.
(pp. 2152186, 220)

Strengthen S/CRS with more resources devoted to preventive planning and crisis preparec
to fulfill its NSPDB44 mandate. S/CRS should become the prime locus for analyzing prior
operations fmedoidlamgds brestl| @aracti ces. Ful l
Response Corps (CRC) for stabilization and reconstruction missions, but at the same time
review the overlap between the CRC and similar USAID expeditionary capabilities to clarify
their respective roles and missions. Consider the utility of standing up a dedicated mediatic
support unit and a related roster of regional and functional experts that can be rapidly depl
(pp. 2425)

Enlarge State Department operational capattgecure the transition of fragile and failed stat
in close coordination with other U.S. government departments and agencies, and in partne
with other nations and multilateral organizations. Specifically, the State Department should
integrate stréegic planning offices and technology infrastructures of the department and the
USAID, merge overlapping bureaus and functions, addaaie related offices and personnel ii
Washington, D.C. The Department should establish seféwel responsibility anhteragency
authority for stabilization and reconstruction, and develop fully the its S&R planning and
execution capacities in this area. (pfi) i

Establish an UndeSecretary of State for S&R, and establish a new unit within the State
Department which reports to thisUnder Secretary. Make the State Department the lead ager
for all civilian efforts related to S&R and provide it with all resources and funding authority
needed for executive branch S&R programs. (p. 22)
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Table C-3. Proposals to Diversify S&R Responsibilities Away
from the State Department

Organization Proposal

Brookings/CSIS Di vi de S/ CRSd6s functions among the NSC,

2010 USAIDPr oposes the NSC take on 0°t-bfgovatneent g n
coordination systems, 6 a omore robust pc
provide the ohel pful planning suppor wset
bycase basis, 6 and USAI D would assume t hi
mai ntaining the Civilian Response Corps.

support if a policy and strategic planning entity were to be establishe@ tlaccording to the
proposal. (p. 41)

RAND 2009 Realign NSC, State, and USAID roles for stabilization and reconstruction. Significantly up
USAID to become the lead agency for planning and managing stabilization and reconstru
missions. Moveome of the functions of S/CRS, including overall interagency coordination,
the NSC. Leave the State Department and S/CRS with the tasks of defining detailed strat
and policies. (pp. 668)

RAND 2009 Issue presidentidével guidance as the sagr for a coherent and consistent package of
regulations and rules that create an effective S&R new system, clarifying the roles of the !
Department, USAID, and others so that agencies have incentives to make investments in
areas for which they areesponsible. Develop this package in coordination with Congressic
guidance regarding the definition of missions and tasks and the allocation of resources. (f

Create New Agencies, Arrangements, Aut

Recently, concer nisa m bsoturtu ctthwer egsa ptso icno-sebriodtihnla t ¢ 1 n
steady state—hadeekéeédasvsothentoyargue for new arr a
regional, and field levels. At the mnational 1eve
rrangememdenti odepxisting departments and agen

me have advocated the use of various interager
om the various pergmavneemtmeannd ttaesnkpso rfaorryc el§.,S .a s
th much needed capacity, flexibility, and adap
gue for improved regional arrangements.

S T hn ®
=~ o = o

-

eate New Structures or Arrangemenfi®nfor S&

=

addition to reforms proposed for the NSC (dis
ve recommended a reorganization of current 71 es
eventing, managing, ateenbhbVimpgssooffTabdlerosad f{for
Some proposals would redistribute S&R respo

Q_NAOm(:“'O”U:T"—‘ (@)
1
o

ncorpoogfaifiiags iitst o WSWI DoMhhlidasd $Shatpepropose enh
SAlsDposition in S&R structures generally judge
uited to the operational nature of ®&RI thi ssions
reate an independent S&R agency; one would make
CSIS 2005), the other to the NSC (Special Inspe
rgues thatwaulnd ws targe asmdyk ne g e d tfladodnch e’a ge nc y

ilemmat hinders in™fFheg€onyingepeyaOpenations ¢

181 S&R missions were of greatest concern at the time the initial proposals were made in-2000sidAt that time
S&R missions were posonflict. As discussed earlier, the term now encompasses prevergasres.

¥2Applying lragéppHared,Le89s088GI R quotes an obgdeadr vation of
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Interagency EnhahH.cRmekhatatAcd dwdledd 0 RdO¢lelmb ewro ul d cr «
new independent entity, the United States Office
Department ofHSRatpbopod eBOPDihans t hpe fuummwnel , and
S/ CRS, and the USAID Office of Transition Initi a
personnel, and assets of State, US AI D, DOD, and
of fice.
Table C-4.Proposals to Create New S&R Structures
Organization Proposal
CWC 2011 Create a permanent office of inspector general for contingency operations (which includes
to regularly assess the adequacy of agency planning adithess for contingencies, and to
exercise audit and investigative authority over all functions and across all participating age
The CWC does not specify where this office should be placed. (p. 147)
Special Inspector Reassign S/CRS functions to a new, independent entity, the U.S. Office for Contingency
General for Iraq Operations (USOCO), responsible to the NSC. As proposed in a February 2010 report by -
(SIGIR) 2010 Of fice of the Speci al I nspector Ge dlecomé
the |l ocus for planning, funding, staffin
operations, oOreplacing the fragmented pr
single office whose sole mission is ensuring that the UniteSis ready to go when the next
contingency occurs; and it would provide someone to hold accountable for failures in planr
and exept2b)ons. 06
QDRIP 2010 Create a National Commission on Building the Civil Force of the Future to develop
recommendations and a blueprint for increasing the capability and capacity of civilian
departments and agencies to move promptly overseas and cooperate effectively with milit:
forces in insecure (preonflict and postonflict) environments. (p. X) Matters toebaddressed
include changes in existing statutory authorities to enhance cooperation and integration of
and missions; the development of personnel, pay, and other policies and procedures to
promote and support a more mobile, deployable, and flexildian workforce and the
development of measures to encourage and facilitate training and exercising civilian eleme
with military forces. (pp. 10809)
Smith 2010 Building on S/CRS, create a fully integrated Sti8&ID office, with some staffing frothe
military and additional civilian agencies, to exercise the lead for S&#jderation should be
given to transferring USAID Office of Conflict Management and Mitigation to S/CRS to take
over the conflict prevention function and to integrating theAIB Office of Transition
Initiatives into S/ICRS as the foundation of the active component of the Civilian Response (
(pp. 215216, 220)
agencyreally meansole agencyas no one will follow the lead agency if its directions substantially affect their
organizational equities.” The report continues: “When a pa
charge, departmental bias can cause certain issbesdme defined as a military, diplomatic, or assistance challenge,
depending on which agency is in the lead. USOCO [the U.S. Office for Contingency Operations that SIGIR proposes)
would bear none of these institutional prejudices. p - 2 7.
13BApplyinglragps Har d, Lpe.ss205n.sThis quote continues “Currently, ther
entire mission to SROs [stabilization and reconstruction operations]. For State and Defense, they are but a small part of
the depart me nt Wriderthis prapesal, USQCO would tiesDOD capacity and resources to State
Department and USAID expertise “by closely linking its pla

bringing out the besdeveloped SRO aspects from each, while avoidiagthf st ovepi ping’” that tends t
departmental action. USOCO would fit between and among State, Defense, and USAID, providing the integrative

‘glue’” that SRO planning and execution currently lack.” (p
“impinges upon existing ‘“turf,’”” 1t will “draw resistance.

shaped by a careful analysis of whether the current departmentalized system has the genuine potential to generate an

integrated appre@ah

to planning and managing SROs.” (p. 27) .
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Organization

Proposal

RAND 2009

CSIS 2005

CFR 2005

Issue presidentidével guidance as the source for a coherent and consistent package of
regulations andules that create an effective new system. Develop this package in coordina
with Congressional guidance regarding the definition of missions and tasks and the allocat
resources. (p. 74)

Establish an independent agency for S&R operatieporting directly to the Secretary of State
Charge it with preparing stability operations and managing a Civilian Stability Operations C
and Reserve. Consolidate S/CRS and parts of USAID into this agency. (p. 63)

Establish an Unde3eretary of State for S&R, and establish a new unit within the State
Department which reports to this undersecretary. Make the State Department the lead age
for all civilian efforts related to S&R and provide it with all resources and funding authority
needed for executive branch S&R programs. (p. 22)

Establish New

Table C-5. Proposals to Establish Interagency Teams or Task Forces

Organization

Proposal

QDRIP 2010

PNSR 2009

Establish standing interagency teams with capabilities to plan for and exercise, in an integrated we
departmental and agency responsibilities in predefined mission scenarios before a crisis occurs. (f

Establish empowered interagency teams to delegate and unify management of national security is
missions, starting with a small setpresidential priorityissue teams. Teams would be headed by a
senior executive appointed by the president, who selects members in consultation with the natione
security advisor, and operating under a charter developed by the national security advigeaand

|l eader and approved by the president. The ct
objectives, authority to direct action, control resources, and otherwise carry out its mandate, and ir
resource levels, to be adjusted as nesay. The team would last until its mission was completed, bui
leadership and membership could change. Department and agency heads would be able teappea
recommendations and decisions to the president, the National Security Council, or its most senio
subordinate councils, on the basis of unacceptable damage to national intereSH.(fdso see PNSR
2008, p. 514.)

3¥0ne recent National D
for an interagency t
widespread presumpt.i

commons .
that the nati n a 1

2

fense University (NDU) report

“Although

on

e J 1
ask force, offered twntohdakely explana
on that the organization could not
it is c¢clearly in everyone’s interest

be

Interagency Teams or Task Forc

Proposals to create new agencies or other arrang
costly, the source of a widesdvaunbpetygtofouhunteend
infighting. For those reasons, many may prefer

efforts through the toolhb&#®) .i nlphreorvee da rien tae rvaagreinecty
interagency teams for missions ®#Appeandi xbdtdomest
information about how t¥HS8yméumayionnsidenotehihy
anotad rhmec hani sm, providing a seeming flexibilit
and capacity c¢hanegmrdurmierg esdy sttoe m rfecart ei mtnher agency
may view their prospects for succersssiast samdg etcd
sharing responsibil i+taise st,hep edresvoenlnoepl me natn do fr eostohuerrc
structures

t

security system has produced, it is not perceivec
to conduct o rJoifitinterdgency Task FoseBouthp. 82.
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Organization Proposal

For exceptional situations, create an Interagency Crisis Task Force to handle a crisis in a country «
region that exceeds the capscbf the country team or regionakvel team. To be headed by a single
director, the task force would be given a clear mission, clear responsibilities, authority commensur
with responsibilities, and resources. The director would be supported by an enigah interagency stafi
and additional resources from national security departments and agencies. The director would rep
the president through the national security advisor if the mission is large and important enough, or
alternativelytotheheaddf he t ask force directorods respec-
contingencies where a large number of U.S. military forces are present, unless directed otherwise
president, the director would be placed in a single integrated chatomwimand, headed by a civilian
official or military officer depending on the security situation, for all U.S. civilian and military functio
during the operation. (p. 56)

Heritage 2005  Build interagency teams within specific geographic regions to plan and implemestaquadistt
operations in theater, instead of building a new bureaucracy in WashinBt@nInclude combatant
commands in the interagency staffs. (p. 9)

DSB 2004 To respond to a threat or crisis, the President or NSC should establish a egus®rnment contingency
planning and integration task force reporting to the NSC to orchestrate planning and provide contir
integration and coordination. The number of task forcesbe operating at any one time would likely
range from 2 to 10. (pp. 280)

I mprove Regional Structures and Capacity?

A variety of proposals have called for 1 mprovineg
enhancing the current military Geographic Combat
regional arrangements Especi atlhey tshirmecaet s9 /tlol ,t hnea
United States -smahnhetangodsemndbfibet spoflconflict
to its mneighbors often demand a regional policy
commands but relegivah}y weakctuvebianome analyst
United States brings the appnraokpirniga toen Ireeagdieornsa It oi
and integrates civilian and military resources

$O01 EOEl wUOI | w, POPODPBEWEDOWUDODED&U Wm&E&" " UK

Most reform at the regional 1eve&IThteo Ud®&t e Afad cfic
Command (AFRICOM), <created in 2008 as a model
above, set the st anidnatrod nfiolri tcairvyi 1gieaong rianptheigcr actoi non
there has been continued work to improve the
created, RAND and the American Academy of Dipl on
enhancing civiliweal li npsutoti HdabC-BQCR Nuomiztssh e(l e s s,
analysts are skeptical that combatant commands
civilian agencies to operate with the degree
AFRI COM.

The Obama Administration pledged in the QDDR
available semamkedAmbassadweileasi ciavdditanodetpo
Policys, Adpwiosvoirdi n-pe US Al Dehkegbpment advisors

135 For background on the combatant command system in general and deth#s@CCs, seERS Report R42077,
The Unified Command Plan and Combatant Commands: Background and Issues for Clayghessew Feickert
For greater discussion of the U.S. Africaf@loand (AFRICOM), se€ERS Report RL34003frica Command: U.S.
Strategic Interests and the Role of the U.S. Military in AfrfigaLauren Ploch
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“consistent with”petrsiolninregd -lmivkditl dbsadmreita@@ind USAI D
t o G¥Cs .

Table C-6.Proposals to Enhance Civilian Input into U.S. Geographic Combatant
Commands (GCCs) and Other DOD Units

Organization Proposal

RAND/AAD 2008  Create a State Department Political Advisor (POLAD) Corps. Members wenlghge in
frequent classified email exchanges and collective meetings at least twice a year to cre
shared experience and reinforce the POLAD mission. Assign POLADS not just to
combatant commands, but also to subordinate commands wherever that wilidfel in
promoting State Departmenr€ombatant Command cooperation. POLADs should be of
sufficient rank and experience to work effectively at senior military levels and be taken
seriously. At the senior commands, they should be individuals who have alreladgn
ambassadorial post. When political (and development, i.e., USAID) officers are assign
subordinate commands within specific countries, they should be under ambassadorial
authority. (p. 27)

Where a COCOM is likely to be engaged in operatiohsit could require the assistance o
other government agencies, e.g., USAID, the Departments of Education, Justice, or He
and Human Services, or the Drug Enforcement Administration, advisors from these

agencies, comparable to a POLAD, should be sethédocommand. As with the POLADSs,
these individuals would be managed and coordinated under ambassadorial authority. {

"Ul EUl w-1 Pw" DYDPOPEOW1II 1 POBEOW2UUUVUEUCUUI U

A few analysts advocate cr clathiCig. nSovme iwddlid nma k
the military commands subordinate to them. While
this report admvamiceidl jpompdeagitecsdhudy by an Air Fo
argues for new eSdt artéeg vDoehpaalrnttneernatg@fiwy oxgamt £ ad 10 o
interagency organization propose that Chief of N
appraoper il e ader slheidp ifnotre rcaigveinlciyant eams t hat could b
as well as elsewhere.

The Obama Administration, in ther2@iO@n@MDhRh,ubst at
some embassies, crsotmned adchlomatkas ¢ of ore gpeomal |
cutting issue areas who wilTlab@-®a.veTlhitso ipso sat sk etyhr

refortm ipd ain t o 1improve the Sfttaot et hDenpka ratnnde natc ta n d
re gi oA 11 y.

The QDDR states thaftosegisavdahgBubyvewi depdHfyamg
bil ater @%I nmias srieolna.t ed action, wtolmd dAd mipmriosvter a teigd m
communication among bilateral postsegilonabuld al

138 QDDR, p. 54.

137Robert S. Pope, Lt. CQUSAF), U.S. Interagency Regional Foreign Policy Implementation: A Survey of Current

Practice and an Analysis of Options for ImproveménResearch Report Submitted to the Air Force Fellows Program,

Air University, Maxwell Air Force Base, AL, April 2010ittp://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.eBiés/
Pope_10_AFF_Research_Paper_FIN2022.pdf Thi s st udy f o uiedmaddl eanmgudranteea“ only a St
nonmi 1itary voice and face for U.S. f-ledrorganizationgwhithine y at t he r «
would organize asaregiorale d “country team” reporting to the Secretary
overburdening the Presidt withregional e d i nteragency pli2.icy disputes.” pp. 171

138 QDDR, p. 53.
139 QDDR, p. 53.
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forfmmder the State Department Under Secretary

f

from relevan tmeaegte nrceigeust awotuglidn at e regi o1 initia

Table C-7.Proposals for New Civilian Regional Authorities or Structures

Organization Proposal

Lamb/Marks 2011 Expand Chief of Mission (COM) statutoauthority to allow the President to create
interagency Mission Managers, subject to Senate confirmation, to lead interagency t
responding to a crisis and, in time, to steestgte interagency missions. (See Appendix
and Table B3.)

QDDR 2010 Designate a bilateral post in key reg
staffing to support and coordinate regional initiatives. Staff would consist of Foreign
Service personnel or officials from other agencies. (p. 53)

Pope 2010 Create civlian interagency regional structures to be headed by the State Departmenti
Create a U.S. Regional Mission (USRM) for each region, to be headed by a Regione
of Mission (RCOM), nominated by the President and confirmed by the Senate, and
supported byrobust interagency staff. The RCOM and Deputy RCOM would both be
Foreign Service Officers. The RCOM would have prior experience as an ambassadc
deputy chief of mission, or as a politicalggppointed ambassador. The relevant geograg
combatant commad would transfer parts of its staff to the RCOM, including Logistics
Plans, Policy, and Strategy; and Communications, as well as its Theater Security
Cooperation Program, and its Joint Interagency Coordination Group (JIACG). (pp. 1

181)
Buchanan/Davig/ight Dissolve existing military geographic combatant commands and create in their place
2009 civilianled interagency organizations (to be called Joint Interagency Commands or

JIACOMSs), with regional responsibility for all aspects of U.S. foreign pajmyrting
directly to the President through the NSC. Include representatives from all major Fec
Government agencies, including DOD, as well as assigned joint military forces. Plac
highly credentialed civilians as leaders, perhaps with astanmiltary deputy. Leaders
would possess true directive authority over all agencies and units below the NSC,
including U.S. Ambassadors and country teams. The NSC would be responsible for
integrating policies among these regional entities and proposing sautidhe

President for intractable resource or mission conflicts. (pp982

Review and Augment Civilian Personnel

Only a few studies surveyed here have explicitl)y

per sonnelanadu tchaopraictiiteys. Some recommendations

conc¢c

USAID peTabhC@hel s ¢me concerned intdabGE®ncy per s on
and some concerned the 1inTtachCdePen Negvertvthkilan st e g i

for an expansion of <c¢ivilian pe-+xessopnenceila lilnyv oSltvaetde
Department and—tlWSAIDPepreraowmnmmpl i cit part of the
di scuosiomanyFanalysts, a primary goal 1is for th:
practice of hiring e“fibdtwthagtpesinsf dnoekbntoepreossdeas;g
allow personnel to engage periodiitchaolulty cirne aitnitnegr a
vacancies at posts.

The Obama A&iinpilsoBmrabeiyr ong plan to increase the 1
Department Foreign Service and Civil Service anc

140 QDDR, p. 54.
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a float
goal 1is

Accordfimrg ttle aFareciegn Sempwirde Of ficer

a 15% float, eqt®hi valent to that

Table C-8.Proposals to Review or Augment Civilian Personnel at the

State Depar tment and USAID

Organization

Proposal

Stimson/AAD Redress the undeinvestment in diplomacy and the consequent imbalance between defens

2011 one side, and diplomacy and development, on the other, by fully funding Diplomacy 3.0, tt
Obama Administration to increase personnel in the State Department andISA

Smith 2010 Reexamine the di mensions of the need for
between additional futime positions for State and USAID and a reserve cadre, to meet raf
developing additional human resource and skill regnents. (pp. 21271)

RAND/AAD Substantially Increase the number of nonmilitary personnel at the State Department and L

2008 available for the types of missions conducted in Iragq and Afghaisththeir aftermath. (The
report called for an increase in State C
in the Bush Administrationds FY2009 budg

QDR 2006 Expresses DOD support for substantially increased resources for SADR$or the associated
proposal to establish a deployable Civilian Reserve Corps and a Conflict Response Fund.

RAND/AAD Create positions for military counselors to advise the regional Assistant Secretaries of Bta

2006 3)

CFR 2005 Create a new unitn the State Department to further streamline and promote public securit
and rule of law programs, consolidating these activities at State and providing an attendar
increase in resources for the department, including international civilian policet)(p. 2

Table C-9.Proposals to Augment Personnel and Other Capacity Government -wide

for Interagency Missions

Organization

Proposal

QDR 2010

RAND/AAD
2008

RAND/AAD
2006

Allocate additional resources across the government in ordesigmificantly improve
comprehensive assessments, analysis, and planning for interagency operations, as well
execution, monitoring and evaluation. (p. 71)

Create cadres of civilian personnel with specialized skills that will noeleeled at all times
but that need to be availableonanonal | basi s, or a o0fl oat.

Create positions for military counselors to advise the regional Assistant Secretaries of Sts
(p-3)

141 The Henry L. Stimson Center and The American Academy of Diplonfargjng a 22-Century Diplomatic

Service for the United States througirofessional Education and Trainingebruary 2011, pp. 234. According to
that report, Diplomacy 3.0 proposed adding 2,700 personnel to the Foreign Service above the FY2008Igeat
(bringing the number to 14,600, including about 8,800 officerd)imereasing the State Department civil service staff

by 13%. USAID in 2008 announced plans to double the number of its foreign service officers by the end of FY2012,

for a total of 2,400.
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Table C-10. Proposals to Increase the Capacity of the Civilian Response Corps

Organization Proposal

QDRIP 2010 Review and rewrite authorities to create and expand deployable capabilities of civilian
departments, agencies, and institutigparticularly State, State/USAID, Treasury, Energy,
Justice, Homeland Security, Agriculture, ieand Human Services, and Transportation.)

CFR 2009 Fully support efforts to build up a Civilian Response Corps (CRC) for stabilization and
reconstruction mssions, but at the same time review the overlap between the CRC and sir
USAID expeditionary capabilities to clarify their respective roles and missions. Consider th
utility of standing up a dedicated mediation support unit and a related roster afrreband
functional experts that can be rapidly deployed. (pp28%
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AppendixD.Proposals to Enhance Au
Capacity of U.S. Ambassadors

As the key locus of interagency coordination for
teams under the leadership of an Ambassador (or
aut hority) re uniquely r1respoamseinbltech ef ogrr etalt e dd osmpc
that obser ver s’ snkoitlel si na nadmbkansoswal dcodrgse t o manage co
the foreign assistance operations of an embassy,
crucial, according to many analysts.
Fotrhose whtc owinetw™a shteet hms key el ement in dipl omacy
in most <circumstances, aasithonrdityg azanpAmbdgysadad
is crucial. Some perceive thtisvettetp ase atoitn®nd gw
structures. Over the years, there have been far
capacity of U.S. Ambassadors than for other aspe
recent
New or improved authority is viewed by some as b
of U.S. Ambas stahdeoirrs rteos pcoanrsriyb ioluitt y for coordinat
assisTabidhe. (Ot her possible steps ardhegsl eating p
line for Chief of Migseion nnect e Ffor interagency
experience, expertis In Focus: Authority vs. Reality and
providing such per s o] Theauthority provided by statutes and hierarchicalf T @ 1 n 1 n g
in inter agleanh®® .ma$ o neef position can easily be undermined by actual practig
wish for progress at LnthfcrﬁserofCOI\r/ln%uthority,a%corciingtogngoI:ducatior
and Fr atni ng. of pote} Deopartm:ntof] gtateinaasdi?fea:encoeof'opinionwith1 n d
vetting candidates f anotheragencyds representap®ncy
collaboration and co be depended upon. Messages from the departmen
enhancing ambhes atlygr ¢onthesubject, often distributed to other agencies,
imeragency Tresources. sometimes dismiss legitimate concerns in an offhay

manner. Similarly cables addressed to chiefs of
Proposals to 1increas {missionoftenprepared by individuals notin the
budgets related to el chr)]xznat?c:]ainrofecgrr;n}anod,ndorzothaglv?ysiOT]V? d over
tntera genecy personmne areofparticuIZrimportance If State does not treat
executive branch age1 pfofmission as personal representatives of thef ¢ 1 0 1
whet her attention t o | presidentespeciallyinopen communications, it at the
COM 1 esvueflf iicsi ent , p a r| cannot expect others to do s or respect their
many current problemfauthority in the2interg pyt
require regional TOarb|5c1UUc11 T T V T I a U U C I T on.

D3presents a unique option to expand COM authori
t o | émids,siacn "manegagency functional or regional

me analrystskeptical that new or improved autho
lection criteria per se will help an Ambassadoc
essures on a country team 1if thatt eAmbansessa ddr d
ficials in Washington. A key fhydtmng odnthe ly

YWEdward P e-af-Missiorf Authdrity: & Powerful but Underasd T &aseign Service JournaDecember
2007, p. 32.
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disregard oduAlmbassgdend expertise within the St
of irtect Asmbppdsatdbodfrwire moamecessary.

The Obama Administration has announced 1ts plans
other COMS to perform their role. The State Depa
and Devel opment Review ( QDHDxRec wtaisw s“CARffbids srasd oa rs
mu latgiency missions, mnot only conducting traditio
overseeing civilians from n*Tlhtei pJDeDRf ehdiegrhalli gahgtesn c
key role of countrythteamesndwdt Ambafocomrdiogns palicy
sets forth ways in which the Obama Administratio
of COMs and their ability tolssadscowmier pft ¢ hms .
leadingeeapetrssues increasingly centPaheto our d
QDDR s‘iThtee Uni ted States benefits when gover nmen:
overseas as part of ’awnh etnmtpd gma tna ¢ do far mMlitesrsy i Gshrti re af t ¢
aut hority, and when those agencies build lasting

]

count @fpart

As di s cAupspseendd iisnebBiry of State Clinton has announc
to play a 1ol e -lienveiln tsetgrraatteignigc cpoluanntsr yynd budget s

Table D-1. Proposals to Increase Chiefs of Mission (COM) Authority

Organization Proposal

PNSR 2009 Proposes new |l anguage for the Presidentds
jure authority of 22 USC 3927 and to establish procedures to ensure that country teams are in
true interagency teamsather than a collection of individuals pursuing independent departmente
agency agendas. A presidential letter reinforcing the COM authorities also should be provided
each cabinet and interagency head. (p. ZAl50 see PNSR 2008, p. 518.)

Proposeghat each ambassador or other COM have control over the assignment, evaluation, &
rewards for any official assigned to an embassy or mission staff. ((A24d )see PNSR 2008, p.
518.)

ACTD 2007 State Department should analyze and strengthen ambassasid f or mal author
branch resources allocated to each country. (p ii) In addition to coordinating USG resources a
programs through the country team, Ambassadors should be granted discretionary funding, lik
DOD Co mma n d encypRespanhsed’rogram (CERP), to address emerging needs. (p. 4!

SFRC 2007 Ambassador s, as the Presidentds represent e
their countries of assignment f or strdtegy. (p.®)p |

143 QDDR, pp. 2831.
144QDDR, p. 33.

YQDDR, p. 33. Addressing Ambassadors in February 2011 at a
Global Chief of Mis s i date Clhiomrépeated thecGhief Exedutive Qfficer €CEQ) analégy. S

She told Ambassadors and other COMS that they were positio
fastc hanging world” where they mus tdcdordihabois of USHGevergmentu nd of be i1
presence in every country where you serve.” She also reite
Ambassadors to broaden their knowledge of foreign assistance programs and;daragosrAmbassadors, aoquaint

them with the workings of other agencies. Further, she stated that interagency experience will become a priority criteria

“for choosing and training chiefs of mission and deputy ch
integr aht iangge n‘ceya’cs priorities ... into a single mission that
repeated the QDDR intent to give COMs the authority to con
post. In addition, to enhandesiir involvement in decisionmaking in Washington, DC, the State Department will

include Ambassadors and other COM’ s in senior meetings at
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Table D-2. Proposals to Increase the Capacity of Chiefs of Mission (COMSs)

Organization Proposal

Stimson/AAD For noncareer State Department officials, the Foreign Service Institute should develop a brief

2011 familiarization course on the structure and procedures of the Department, the interagency pro
and Washington power relationships, and persomeddted reponsibilities and the role of the
country team for those going abroad.

QDDR 2010 The State Department and USAID will provide training programs to improve COM performanc
with USAID providing orientation to broaden the understanding of COMS witkielopment
agendas in their portfolios regarding development and assistance priorities and processes. N¢
career Ambassadors will be given extensive orientation to inform them of basic processes of r
just the State Department, but other agencies as wWédlw processes, including more regular
evaluation reviews, will be developed to ensure COM and Deputy Chief of Mission (DCM) skill
and incentives and performance to manage missions effectively, including the interests of othe
agencies at their posts..(80)

QDDR 2010 The State Department owill expand evaluati
COMs and DCMs and the ability of candidates for DCM to work with or manage interagency
missions, The Department will also consider feedback foiher agencies when promoting officer
to the Senior Foreign Service, selecting DCMs, and recommending officers for presidential
appointment as COM. Ongoing feedback on the performance of COMs will also be requested
other agencies. (p. 30)

QDDR 2010 COMG6s should be included mor emakiiginéashingigICy
To that end, COMs owi || be invited to part
Committee Meetings in Washingtamt t he di scretion of the Ne¢
Department will try to obtain secure video conference capabilities for all priority embassies. (p

PNSR 2009 Proposes direct mandatory training in team dynamics, including conflictutiesofor the
ambassador and each member of an embassy country team or mission staff. (A\l24 Epe
PNSR 2008, p. 518.)

SFRC 2007 Provide training for Ambassadors and prospective DCMs that includes a full spectrum of forei
assistance functions undertaken by the U. ¢
them. (pp. 56)

Table D-3. Proposal to Expand COM Authority

Organization Proposal

Lamb/Marks Proposes Congress broaden and strengthen the COM statutory authority to allow the Presidet

2010 create interagency OMission Managulactasthevh o,
Presidentds direct representative in headi
who would be empowered to direct departments and agencies actions and contributions to the
assigned missions. Eventually this modeldvoub e appl i ed to Osteady

and to regional affairs. (p. 18)

The authors offabbD-Bper epdiocpto stahla ti ni mpluer meamtcirmg iicta 1 wog
contentioufSacblhit avtoar ]l dl e’emproovleaes gawmd hesdeoss,
consisten’talnyd epfrfoevcitcdicn et Jve@dd gwhittyh r e’swpdths i bilities
“ommens ur a S vacuht haonr ietxyppanded COM authority could
an additional tool to use for interagency natior
address tdhépngampdi xm€eivilian regional authority.

146 Chief of Mission Authority as a Model. pp. 23.
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alternativé ztloasappaidntigegcies .t Scoomel dmirgehptl aacreg uteh
for revising structures and augmenting capabilit
or at State Department or other civilian agencie
subject to busr.e a(utchreart iacn aplryesstssurmi ght argue that
layedadbddkertyhe national security system.
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AppendixE.EProposals to Create Int
Personnel Policies and Mechan

The current interagency personmdlncsystieem sh asorf eUy
civilian personnel to behave in ways that are cc
coordination. Some <civilian personnel may seek i
work, attracted by tehre dcihfaflilceunlgte sc oonfd iwtoirokni sn gw huenrc
required Nevertheless, agencies do not encour ag
according to many sources. Agencies generally fe
mi s si onsalalnyd dgoe neat wish to spare many people fo
analysts point to the difficulties that State De
and Reconstruction (S/CRS) and the Geionggraphic Cc
civilian personnel from other agencies as a r1es.1
some analysts, agencies do not structure their g
provide credit Syont eimst enatylgereampwiwarreke ek interagen
operations because they havs morte eard vlaand dkeadr st ea di
Compounding the prob In Focus: Agency Cultures
di sincentives ar e t h]| Thedifferences betweenthe DOD and State t hat
can unnecessarily c¢ ol Departmentcultures are exploredina papwritten Y%
wor k Th e great di ff jointlyby_anArmyLieute(natCoIoneIandaForeign
military and CiViliafsf[)\r/nl\C/anLTBCfA;}SWrgrgacl noted,
but there are also Sljpnstitution, 6 while Veng €S8
among civikudtnfuagenclbureaucrati c ihierarchical sirdciure n
examplthe perc-epspongdonpaperbt..l ittle respect fo
operational culture of Martiansd i s paintedr”lrtodati_cg_r_aed
to a slower reflectWhlle t hat _of V§~m¢wllttmm$

> bl ack or white. & theywhate t i 2
culture based upon llsurprises, and ab hdedgsionsi g
diplomacythwsctmiadknngthrough oa formal, |ined
agencies more suitabprocessé that | eadsBut o t ome
taskersObbhlieve t hat V e n u t beleve & intwition and psychology. Planni

. .|]is anathema to mostoé of

Chaflg? over t¥me, Ellmore fluid agpgnds to@ehtdratherh &
training and 1 ncent ifthanthe selection of one plaMartians value
mi ssions. Me ant i me, uniformity and teamwork, while Venutians s to
assist with helping c‘)int_ellectua!ly be!ievgl
interagency missionstt'n practice, fi¥d it
culturesgofciogshean importrtant T OTcTr T m
step
Proposals for personnel reform are intended not
but establish the shanddtknewl etdge, sohmel hanal ys s s
for effe cteciyvep eirnmfMarmaygneamal yst s “Gohd wNidtecehrotllse 19 86
Act a model for the type of fundamental refor ms
147Rickey L. RifeandR o s e mary Hans en, “Defense is from Mars, State 1is

Research Project, U.S. Army War College , 1998), gp. 4

148 Zeb B. Bradford, Jr. and Frederic J. Brownme r i cads Ar my: A Model (Wédpart,CT:nt er agency
Praeger Security International, 2008), p. p. 107.
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environment . I'n Oct ather i B ®»G.1 irt egcroalifilr itzhisn g otulra tU.
wak together effectively was jeopardizing milit :
Gol d whitcehrol s Department of De fPe.nls-43)®Amoggnizatio
other refor ms, this act created more power ful 1ir
by seeking formal educasdmuni amdemsisn gmmemtt swi tnh a
f cr éjadlicomtg tar e .

y among t-NeckKkol dwah@anges were a requirement f o
a i®sianfge,guards to frodenctper oddfd¢eetrs emnshre they
a par with those without such experience, anc
geenr al or f 1 EBheosdinceffomrmsnksseetr vtihcee bcaocsoipse rfaotri ol mn t a
evol utjiooimitb ftary rashpercithenlpe’bctuitlecteunsr eand a

o+ = ©

€
T
n

Some argue that Congress s hoiuvalnd pperrosvoindnee ls,i nliilnakri
interagency education, training, &habhfES® xperience
TabBE-6® , as well as mandating and providing funds
(TabE-B and inter al@adi-By rCootnagtriessmss mi ght also provi
personnel to allow chi voiplpioarnt vangietniceise swhtiol ec,r elaitkee s
maintaining full sTarbd&#hg.t h( A okre yc odrief fneirsesni coen sb e(t we
civilian personnel systems 1is the DOD excess car

for-tdlaay operatioffsl, Staknmmadasethegular periods o°:
training, amoonpftavtetHhHhenesdsv)c€ongress could simil
training and education systems by establishing 1
interagency c¢ oha BHelePd a kE-Ja)t. oOthheerrss pgrroepsoss e t hat C
establish a national interagehalE-professnooal coc
executive ser viiabEec,orgpmd opr c¢taeddate i(nteragency per
transTahHEeén s (

In the area of interagency personnel reform, the
Bush AdmisnmiNatriadnaln Security Professional Develo
expand interagency edmcsat@bBnscugsadedimegl, ownidnrrtoh @
establishing a national security interagency coOT
refer rTeadoBE®0) i n

Legislation currently before CongredsSs, 126 &8 Inter
and. R. )23 WwWéduld expand opportunities for interage

Establish a Nationadndht€@aonpgencga reo,f
Car éfleam c k, or Executive Service

The merseta cthesisnegmme nded changes to the current per s
to establish a nat iToanbdlly .s eA usrpietcyidaclo repgr g o ocra mdr &
argue, would foster the devel opment of a group c

149The bill was introduced October 24, 1985 in the House by Representative Bill Nichals @d a similar

measure was introduced April 1986 in the Senate by Senator Barry Goldwa##}.(R history of the process leading

to the bill’”s passage iVictoryerthePotamacd The Golddaldichols AcRUnifieEoc her 111,
the PentagoriCollege Station: Texas A&M Press, 2002).

150 More specifically, the GoldwateMichols Actrequird t he c¢reation of a professional de-n

specialty offices” that included joint education requireme
151 Congress subsequently mandated in related legislation a requirement that candidates for getpodficerfirank
have earned a “joint specialty” designation and have serve
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princtiopaalnl yagency or department, as has been the
entities devoted toghnpeopparany smbediews. tAlatth ¢
great promise for trabhsfotrminmg phef dnmticedt St ag e s
may also be the most costly, invol ving the <creat
Depending com psowrt teadre was structured and mann
bureaucratic impediments.

Some proposals would continue efforts to build a
National Security ProfdabEdnalhDeveopkogmamt wpsogx
in 2007 by the Bush Administration under Execut:i
a mnational s ecaurei tay pfruongertaino no ft of ncteeer h gremtcayt ieadmsc a
for its personnel. The program soon stagnated. I
Reform (PNSR) cited several reasons for that st a
human capital systems, (2) a lack of authority t
responsibilities, (4) no common lexicon and poor
funding source, (6) no de fd n(e7d) nme tlraiccks offo rc osoyrsdtie
congressioW¥sdomovekspight¢s -gendtgrei s uecthf mrgtesn cwynl i kel
numerous resource allocation and cultural 1issues
Early in his ter m, Pr éss iNdaetnito n(hbla nBae cdwivridgoytr eddt atfhfe
the National Security Profesd@®xmralutDevwe ldeeppmernttmer
have partieiepla teefd oirnt SNS® de f i n°%T haen d wdnrgagfota la, gu i
according to the 2010 QopuderetnRavi ODwp( QPR Yy, and
cadre of interagency professionals. As of 2011,
iteration of this professional devel opment progr
program to emhamoe eirmtteiromngeimc Emer gency Manage me.
moment efforts to further develop interagency pt
(Further information on Obama CARISmiRneipsotrrta tRiLo3md 5a6c5t
National Security Professionals and I nteragency
| ssues forbLCoGgtresm@idel)Dale

Rel ated roposals cabpbkcfatlt tih¢ cdageheymentr cef a1
agencies antahH3IParAmehosgh participating personn
agenwncydepartment, theygt wolkdmbopn ncedn saivdheirleadbl e t o
for interagency missions. Advocates argue that a
attuned to the capabilities @méndusl odremteff agtha
missions, individuals 1n this career track woul c
rol es, coordinating their activities with others
wit hout t hene persosv icsfifpbaiaintfh aa career track may wel
bureaucratic resistance, as funding personnel 1ir
mi s sions I i nat ded iaggeerascayn meulc hmay be perceived as s
witthhemir home agencies, which still are dominate
A third set of proposals regards the creation of
personnel versed in the rdghEdemdAgasnoftheaterage
effectiveness of members of this cadre may deper
expertise, but also their ability to maintain cl
departments when deployed.

152pNSR 2011, p.

153QDDR, pp. 175176.
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These propesgalis emamye walilnsrt itutional arrangements

in new units formed outside existing agencies, t

incorporated into existing agencies, the ability

benefit from the establishment of separate budge

from core functions to accomplish interagency mi
Table E-1. Proposals to Establish National Security Corps or Cadres

Organization Proposal

QDDR 2010 As staffing numbers increase, the State Department will expand the number of interagency
assignments in order to build over time a cadre of personnel expert in the mechanisms anc
objective ofother agencies. The State Department will work with other agencies to expand-
number of detail assignments to State. (pp-354

PNSR 2009 Create a National Security Professional Corps and create a separate cadre of national sec
executives tdead interagency teams. The Corps would be an integral and separate govern
entity; its members would not be attached to any government department. Also & Cadre
of National Security Executives, whose members are selected for their leadership abilit
expertise in statecraft, and skills in their departmental specialty. They would be available fc
appointments by the President to lead interagency teams. (p.(228) see PNSR 2008, p. 511

Table E-2. Proposals to Improve the Existing Professional Development Program

Organization Proposal

QDR 2010 Fully implement the national security professional program in order to improve «@gsscy
training, education, and professional experienpportunities. (p. 71)

PNSR 2010 Create, over 5 to 7 years, an Integrated National Security Professional system to develop ¢
manage a cadre of professionals highly capable of working effectively across agency and
governmental boundaries on compldayto-day and crisis challenges, building on the curren
Executive Order 13434 program and on existing systems. Central management would be i
hands of a new congressionally created independent board, whose chief officer is nominat
President andonfirmed by the Senate, and who reports to the President. (pp {iAlso see
PNSR 2008, p. 511.)

PNSR 2008 Strengthen the National Security Education and Training Consortium (NSETC) system
established by Executive Order 13434 in order to provide a cammurriculum for all national
security professional and practical training for junior and midatgagement personnel as well
as a leadership program for selected individuals. (pp-4409

Table E-3. Proposals to Establish an Interagency Career Track

Organization Proposal

SFRC 2007 Create career paths that include ambassadorships for USAID professional staff and consic
USAID personnel for more ambassadorships. This is particularly appropriate in countries w
the major U.S. mission is economic development. Provide training fbassadors and
prospective Deputy Chiefs of Mission (DCMs), particularly for those with no interagency
government experience, that includes the full spectrum of foreign assistance functions
undertaken by the U.S. Gover nseengthena(@mb)t h
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Organization

Proposal

CSIS 2005

Develop a National Security Career Path that would give career professionals incentives tc
out interagency experience, education, and training, but would leave control over the
employees, including promotions, to théiome agencies. Congress should approve a 10%
personnel float for key civilian agencies to enable interagency education, training, and rota
Rel ated to this, create a opool 6 of int-e
41)

Table E-4.Proposals to Establish a Senior -Level Corps or Cadre

Organization

Proposal

PNSR 2009

QDR 2006

Form a Cadre of National Security Executives, whose members are selected for their
leadership ability, expertida statecraft, and skills in their departmental specialty. They
would be available for appointments by the President to lead interagency teams. (p. 2
(Also see PNSR 2008, p. 511.)

Expresses support for the establishment of an interagency aafdsenior military and
civilian professionals able to integrate and orchestrate the contributions of individual
government agencies on behalf of larger national security interests. (p. 79)

U.S. Commission on Establish a National 8arity Service Corps (NSSC) of executive branch senior
National Security departmental managers who would rotate among departments and receive special

2001 professional education in order to broaden their experience and develop leaders skille

producing integrative solution® thational security policy problems. Participating

departments would include Defense, State, Treasury, Commerce, Justice, Energy, an

Homeland Security. (pp. xvi, 101)
Link Interagency Education, Training,
Qualificatiomness,, Oaprpd rRruonmottii on.
Proposals to link interagency education, trainir
opportunitiesTabd##fd amrd modri osnesni(d@a bE-@a dveorusl ds pe ci f
be the most akin to the changes in the military
Nichols Act. As a resul tt hbifs cshealkndgiecesr siinristainaltoerds ,i n
remain in and retain their 1 oyalt tseesr vtiocet heir s ¢
education and expervécee ediicntheom, ammdt experienc:
promotion to s“goilionts elrcovpgdert Ahietsices are widely v
contributing to continuing improvements in mildidt
Nevertheless, for civilian personnel, the propos
structural changes that-Naklhioh ayte tihsel ddgivel afpend nb y «
inser vice Combatant Commands that plan, organi z:c¢
operations aspdeifrompsesvnael training and educ
view the devehopmentvief @uj] ture as still a work
whet her such education, training, and experience
interagency units Still, these practhelep may br
individuals understand the capabilities and oper
interagency relations at the field level, where
they are not 1likely to “stepamiepdl nngew |l oyalties and
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Table E-5.Proposals to Link Interagency Education, Training, and Experience to Job
Quialifications, Opportunities, Promotions, and other Rewards

Organization Proposal
QDDR 2010 Makesucce s f ul engagement within the inter
development and promotion. Encourage, and to the extent possible, expect personne
undertake shorterm detail assignments in other agencies. (pp33)
QDRIP 2010 Create a system of incentives for Executive branch personnel to work in designated
owhole of governmentdé assignments. (p.
PNSR- 2009 Develop an integrated approach to the management of global civilian affairs that inclu

Heritage 2008

RAND/AAD 2008

Cerami 2007

CSIS 2004 and 2005

new overarching personmsystem of systems that would permit the continuation of
specialized personnel systems but would require a common professional education
program and formal interagency requirements. (p. 213)

Require individuals appointed to serve in highel national sgurity positions to complete
a structured orientation on the policy and operations of the national security interagen
system. (p. 230)

Use promotion requirements to create incentives for service in interagency assignmei
(p. 219)

Have ngress establish broad guidelines and exercise oversight of national security
interagency accreditation and assignments, mandating the creation of boards that set
educational requirements and accredit institutions needed to teach national security a
homeland security, screen and approve individuals to attend schools, and fill interagel
assignments, and certify leaders as interagemneyified leaders. (pp-8). (In the congress,
establish committees in the House and Senate with narrow jurisdictioas key
education, assignment, and accreditation interagency programs. (p. 8)

Have Congress consider legislation to establish incentives for interagency service. Ev
without legislation, agencies should provide tangible incentives and rewards to officer
taking partin interagency service and in deployed expeditionary activitidpaosmotion

boards should take into account such service. Congress should legislate to protect ex
with interagency experience from o0resh

Create a civilian agency training and educatiorucgltincluding a formal leadership
development process to explicitly link synchronized and progressive professional
education, training, assignments, and promotions within a system providing opportuni
to interact in diverse agency and international texts. Among the ancillary needs cited
are a formal interagency knowledge management process and the definition and
development of an interagency professional ethic. Expand the Office of Personnel
Management 6s | eader devel &f2868Nnt and ed

Link interagency subject matter expertise and experience to promotion and other
incentives, including advanced civil schooling opportunities. (p. 565)

Link interagency rotational as sthogenmme nt
participate. Provide accelerated promotion consideration for-heiel career civil servant:
participating in interagency rotations. (pp-40)
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Table E-6. Proposals for Interagency Education, Training, and Experience for Senior

Leaders

Organization

Proposal

PNSR 2009

PNSR 2008

CSIS 2004 and 2005

Require individuals appointed to serve in highel national security positions to complete a

structured orientation on the policy and operations of the national securityragency system.

(p. 230)

Require that candidates to Senior Executive Service, military flag ranks, and similar ranks
elsewhere in government complete at least one joint or interagency rotation assignment o

significant duration outside thefirome agency. (p. 408)

Require that an individual nominated for a Seraiafirmed national security position complet

a threeweek course on the national security system, leadership, and values. (p. 408)

Make promotion to the Senior Faign Service or the Senior Executive Service for national

security related positions contingent on completing an interagency rotation. (30

Expand

Over t he

Opportunities, Requirements, a1
Interagency Education, Tr aiiemicneg

years, many analysts have viTabd @

and Pi

enhanoc

E-77 and rTatbE-&i,onass (basic steps to moreakbfbective
find a need to protect interafable® . personnel dur

Table E-7.Proposals to Expand Opportunitie s for
Interagency Education and Training

Organization

Proposal

QDRIP 2010

SIGIR 2010

PNSR 2009

PNSR 2008

RAND/AAD 2008

Create a consortium of existing U.S. government schools to develop and provide a
common professional national security education curriculumvi(g.

Integrate and increase funding for Stabilization and Reconstruction (S&R) training
programs. (p. 17)

Strengthen education and training programs for interagency personnel by creating a
comprehensive, professional education &mihing program with an interdisciplinary
curriculum and giving high priority to preparing civilian personnel for leadership positic
in the national security system, among other actions. (p. 230)

Require training in team dynamics, including confistlution, for the ambassador and
each staff member of an embassy or other diplomatic mission. (p. 211)

Strengthen the National Security Education and Training Consortium (NSETC) syster
established by Executive Order 13434 in order to provaleommon curriculum for all
national security professional and practical training for junior and middieagement
personnel as well as a leadership program for selected individuals. (pp10p9

Resources should be made availableForeign Service Officers (FSOs) and their
counterparts in other agencies with actual or potential national security responsibilitie:
have midcareer opportunities analogous to those now available to military officers, wh
typically spend up to orthird of their careers in formal education. (p. 20)
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SFRC 2007

RAND/AAD 2006

Provide training for all FSOs, including ambassadors and DCMs, to prepare them for
effective interaction with the military. (pp-®

Adopt legislation to groom junior government afitals for leadership positions in
interagency activity. (Includes officials from the State Department and other civilian
agencies, as well as the U.S. military. Provideoaider educational opportunities (like
those for military officers) to State Departent FSOs and their counterparts at other
agencies with actual or potential national security responsibilities. (p. 3, #1.)20

Table E-8.Proposals to Expand Opportuniti  es for Interagency

Professional Experience (Rotations)

Organization

Proposal

QDDR 2010

QDRIP 2010

Increase rotational assignments to other agencies and from other agencies to State a
USAID. As noted throughout the QDDR, our training must focus more on how to enge
and coordinate other agencies as well as ensure their representatives are effectively

integrated into a Missionf6s Country Te
assignments to and where possible from other agencies at all levels in both State and
USAID. (p. 174.)

Establish authority for an interagency assigmnexchange program for national security
officials. (Under the same authority, create a consortium of existing U.S. government
schools to develop and provide a common professional national security education
curriculum. (p. viii)

Table E-9. Proposal to Protect Interagency Personnel

Organization

Proposal

RAND/AAD 2006

Adopt legislation to insulate experts with interagency experience from reshuffling durii
political transitions. Adopt legislation to groom junior government officials for leadersh
positions in interagency activity. (Includes officials from the Stataueent and other
civilian agencies, as we; as the U.S. military. Provideanégr educational opportunities
(like those for military officers) to State Department FSOs and their counterparts at ot
agencies with actual or potential national securégponsibilities. (p. 3, pp. Z1)

Enhance

E x iesattien gNeow E@rucati on an

Traidinsgitutions

o~ 5 0 »—.>
S me X B

ung =wn =

ting

0 wvn

he

ew organizations have championed the
i TabH-®h.s Gt hers have argued for incorporatin

d

1 dea of

Tiab#fel t uBevasal U.S. gdwerdremde ntnsdr tgdveor

inaugurated or increased 1interagenc
) and the Nueronay ONDWhsecadlnwell as
t United Stat & Solmes aintadtys toef jRdgee

154|n addition to its predeployment training courses, the Foreign Service Institute (FSI) curcdfehg a course in
“Interagency Effectiveness, Strategies, and Best
“Foundations of Interagency Reconstruction and

on
menb
and

limited to 131 8

t he

er s but

open to others, and two distance learn

Stabilization Introduction.” NDU and #FHY2012a f f i
academic year a number of ceess on interagency missions and S&R operations for students there, with class sizes

Three

Af ghanistan and Beyond,” “Conflict Resolution and

Congressional Research Service 78

y cour s e
t he Nayv
th@S kP ).

Practi
Stabi
ing co

ce
1 i
ur
liated i

me mber s . Among them, these institutions offers “Le
D’ s : Af ghanistanAPakitsdmne ahd“ Rvibdicl dif n o We a lo me mc

Peacebui



Building Civilian Interagency Capacity for Missions Abroad

insufficient and urge continued work on
alsdottwp into coursework at state and p
such institutions might be encouraged to
of interagency practitioner mneeds.

Table E-10. Proposals to Create New Interagency Educati on and

Training Institutions or Mandates

Organization

Proposal

QDRIP 2010

Smith 2010

PNSR 2008

RAND/AAD 2008

CSIS 2004 and 200&
CSIS/AUSA 2003

Establish authority for a consortium of existing Wy8vernment schools to develop and
provide a common professional national security education curriculum. (Under the sam
new authority, establish an interagency assignment exchange program for national sec
officials, see above.) (p. viii)

Explore the possibility of giving the United States Institute of Peace (USIP) the mandatt
take over much of the function of training in the pednglding field. In assuming such a ro
USIP should collaborate closely with the Office of the CoordindtwrReconstruction and
Stabilization (S/CRS), the Foreign Service Institute (FSI), and the National Defense Un
(NDU). (p. 221)

Create a National Security Universityith interagency leadership to develop and administ
an interagency curriculum. If enhancing the current national security education and trail
(NSETC) system does not provide sufficient quality personnel. (p. 410)

As soon as possible,Mational Security College should be added to NDU. (p. 20)

Modernization of education in national security affairs might include the establishment «
National Security Academy at an educational level parallel to that of the U.S. military se
acadertes. (p. 20)

Create a new Training Center for Interagency and Coalition Operations. (pi#594n 2005
Establish a U.S. Training Center for R@sinflict Reconstruction Operations. (pp. 1&9)

and Reconstruction,

Civiian-Mi 1 i t ar

» “Responding to S tChalengeBfdJiSI ur e
y Rel at i oMisl,i”t aarnyd Rle.l1Sa.t iCoinvsi 1Tioadna y , ” as

and Vietnam. These and other institutions also offer courses on dealing with conflict.
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Table E-11. Proposals to Enhance Existing Education and Training Programs

Organization

Proposal

QDRIP 2010

PNSR 2009

Heritage 2008

RAND/AAD 2008

CFR 2005

CSIS/AUSA 2003

Create a consortium of existing U.S. government schools to develop a common natiol
security curriculum.

Strengthen education and training programs for interagency personnel by creating a
comprehensive, professional education and training program with an interdisciplinary
curriculum and giving high priority to preparing civilian personnel for leadershipqusit
in the national security system, among other actions. (p. 230)

Use existing institutions in Washington, D.C. as a base for building programs to provic
interagency education, and create an education, assignment, and accreditatiompiayri
interagency professionals. (p. 7)

Until a National Security College is added to the NDU complex, NDU should recruit
faculty and students from different elements and disciplines in the U.S. government,
significantly expand the studernady, and develop appropriate interdisciplinary courses.
Special emphasis needs to be placed on training military officers in relevant civilian sk
and responsibilities, especially those applicable in situations when it is not possible to
separate militey and civilian functions. At the same time, FSI should increase the numl
of officers among its students from DOD and other agencies. (p. 20)

Modernization of education in national security affairs might include the establishmen
National SecurityAcademy at an educational level parallel to that of the four service
academies. (p. 20)

DOD and the State Department should jointly support an interagency, integrated train
program(s) at the National Defense University and the Natidfakign Affairs Training
Center. (p. 12)

Increase funding for the best of existing U.S. gastflict reconstruction education and
training programs, including programs offered by the NDU, the NavalBostluate
Schools, and USIP. (p. 19)
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